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PREFACE. 


This  book  is  intended  as  a  successor  to  the  Cases  on  Private  Cor- 
porations, publislied  by  Judge  Jeremiah.  Smith,  the  first  edition  of 
which  appeared  in  1897,  and  the  second  in  1902.  With  the  abounding 
generosity  characteristic  of  him.  Judge  Smith  has  allowed  me  to  make 
any  use  I  pleased  of  the  matter  contained  in  his  book,  and  a  large  num- 
ber of  the  cases  in  his  book  are  here  reproduced.  It  is  a  pleasure  to 
make  public  acknowledgment  of  my  indebtedness  to  him. 

E.  H.  W. 

Cambridge,  Jnly,  1909. 


The  original  of  tiiis  book  is  in 
the  Cornell  University  Library. 

There  are  no  known  copyright  restrictions  in 
the  United  States  on  the  use  of  the  text. 
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BOOK  I. 

THE  NATURE   OF  A  COEPOEATION.         "^tQ    lO      >■' -  H 

CHAPTER  I. 

THE  DISTINCTION  BETWEEN  A  CORPORATION  AND  A  PART- 
NERSHIP.   HEREIN  OF  A  JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY. 

LIVEEPOOL,  &c.   INSURANCE   CO.  v.  MASSACHUSETTS. 

1870.     10  Wallace,  U.  S.  566.1  C.^.'VO*     OV 

Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts.     Bill  in  equity  hy 
State  of  Massachusetts  to  collect  a  tax,  and  to  restrain  company  from     rj/  ^yum-^ 
doing  further  business  till  the  tax  was  paid.  /Cla^.aA'^ 

One  question  raised  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  above  Insurance  >_/^^ii/ 
Company  is  a  corporation  within  the  meaning  of  the  Massachusetts  iV\LS^^ijiUM 
Statute  imposing  upon  each  fire,  &c.  insurance  company  "  incorporated    ^^'/^^^^.tvrz 
or  associated  under  the  laws  of  any  government  or  State  other  than  V-*^       ■ 
one  of  the   United  States,  a  tax  of  4  per  cent  upon  all  premiums  '^r'''*'^^^^'*'^ 
charged   or  received  on  contracts   made  in  this  Commonwealth  for    ^■^^-^^^^^^^    , 
insurance  of  propertj'."     The  facts  as  to  the  nature  of  the  company  yL^^^'''^^  ^ 
are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion.  a^'-~X    i^O^'^ 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  decided  that  the  company  was  r— 2*«<x-a-^  '^ 
liable  to  the  tax.     1 00  Mass.  631  [  Oliver  v.  Liverpool,  <&c.  Ins.  Co.],    ^"^^^T^ 
'■  £.  Jt.  Curtis  and  J.  G.  Abbott,  for  insurance  company.  ,,»«%?   'f^t*^^^ 

Charles  Allen,  Attorney-General  of  Massachusetts,  for  State.  0'!^^^^'''^^  '^'^^ 

Mr.  Justice  Miller These  propositions  dispose  of  the    \^^J/\=M-  ---**^ 

case  before  us,  if  plaintiff  is  a  foreign  corporation,  and  was,  as  such,     J(  ^aa&^  ^ 

conducting  business  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  and  we  proceed 

to  inquire  into  Jts  character  in  this  regard.         T  •yhztuifl/'-'^      (j'^w  ^,e-i-t,-*-»v.^ 

1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed  .  ^"^^Zi^ 


2  LIVEEPOOL,  ETC.  INS.   CO.   V.    MASSACHUSETTS. 

The  institution  now  known  as  the  Liverpool  and  London  Life  and 
Fire  Insurance  Company,  doing  an  immense  business  in  England  and 
in  this  country,  was  first  organized  at  Liverpool  by  what  is  there  called 
a  deed  oL-sattleiOMit,  and  would  here  be  called  articles  of  association. 

It  will  be  seen  bj-  reference  to  the  powers  of  the  association,  as  or- 
ganized under  the  deed  of  settlement,  legalized  and  enlarged  by  the 
acts  of  Parliament,  that  it  possesses  many,  if  not  all,  the  attributes 
generally  found  in  corporations  for  pecuniary  profit,  which  are  deemed 
essential  to  their  corporate  character.  * 

1.  It  has  a  distinctive  and  artificial  name  by  which  it  can  -make 
contracts.    )  .S ■  ^ZA.  §  '-j 

2.  It  has  a  statutory  provision  by  which  it  can  sue  and  be  sued  in 
the  name  of  one  of  its  officers  as  the  representative"of  the  whole  Body, 
which  is  bound  by  the  Judgment  rendered  in  such  suit.    C,(!.  f.§  /  f/  f 

3.  It  has  provision  for  perpetual  succession  by  the  transfer  and  trans- 
mission of  the  shares  of  its  capital  stock,  whereby  new^members  are 
introduced  in  place  of  those  who  die  or  sell  out.   cf-  '^•^A,  3    y  ^''■^'^T  I . 

4.  Its  existence  as  an  entity  apart  from  the  shareholders  is  recog- 
nized by  the  act  of  Parliament,  which  enables  it  to  sue  its  shareholders 
and  be  sued  by  them.     C,C,  P^    9/f/f,  " ' 

The  subject  of  the  powers,  duties,  rights,  and  liabilities  of  corpora- 
tions, their  essential  nature  and  character,  and  their  relation  to  the 
business  transactions  of  the  community,  have  undergone  a  change  in 
this  country  within  the  last  half-century,  the  importance  of  which  can 
hardly  be  overestimated. 

{They  have  entered  so  extensively  into  the  business  of  the  country, 
the  most  important  part  of  which  is  carried  on  by  them,  as  banking 
companies,  railroad  companies,  express  companies,  telegraph  com- 
panies, insurance  companies,  &c.,  and  the  demand  for  the  use  of  cor- 
porate powers  in  combining  the  capital  and  the  energy  required  to 
conduct  these  large  operations  is  so  imperative,  that  both  by  statute, 
and  by  the  tendency  of  the  courts  to  meet  the  requirements  of  these 
public  necessities,  the  law  of  corporations  has  been  so  modified,  liberal- 
ized, and  enlarged,  as  to  constitute  a  branch  of  jurisprudence  with  a 
code  of  its  own,  due  mainly  to  very  recent  timesT^  To  attempt,  there- 
fore, to  define  a  corporation,  or  limit  its  powers  "Bythe  rules  which  pre- 
vailed when  they  were  rarely  created  for  any  other  than  municipal 
purposes,  and  generally  by  royal  charter,  is  impossible  in  this  country 
and  at  this  time. 

Most  of  the  States  of  the  Union  have  general  laws  by  which  persons 
associating  themselves  together,  as  the  shareholders  in  this  'company 
have  done,  become  a  corporation. 

The  banking  business  of  the  States  of  the  Union  is  now  conducted 
chiefly  by  corporations  organized  under  a  general  law  of  Congress,  and 
it  is  believed  that  in  all  the  States  the  articles  of  association  of  this 
company  would,  if  adopted  with  the  usual  formalities,  constitute  it  a  cor- 
poration under  their  general  laws,  or  it  would  become  so  by  such  legis- 
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lative  ratification  as  is  given  by  the  acts  of  Parliament  we  have 
mentioned. 

To  this  view  it  is  objected  that  the  association  is  nothing  but  a  part- 
nership, because  its  members  are  liable  individually  for  the  debts  of  the 
company.  But  however  the  law  on  this  subject  may  be  held  in  Eng- 
land,  it  is  quite  certain  that  the  principle  of  personal  liability  of  the 
shareholders  attaches  to  a  very  large  proportion  of  the  corporations 
of  this  country,  and  itf  is  a  principle  which  has  warm  advocates  for  its 
universal  application  when  the  organization  is  for  pecuniarj*  gain. 

So  also  it  is  said  that  the  fact  that  there  is  no  provision  either  in  the 
deed  of  settlement  or  the  act  of  Parliament  for  the  company  suing  or 
being  sued  in  its  artificial  name  forbids  the  corporate  idea.  But  we  see 
no  real  distinction  in  this  respect  between  an  act  of  Parliament,  which 
authorized  suits  in  the  name  of  the  Liverpool  and  London  Fire  and 
Life  Insurance  Company,  and  that  which  authorized  suit  against  that 
company  in  the  name  of  its  principal  officer.  If  it  can  contract  in  the 
artificial  name  and  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  its  oflScers  on  those 
contracts,  it  is  in  effect  the  same,  for  process  would  have  to  be  served 
on  some  such  officer  even  if  the  suit  were  in  the  artificial  name. 

It  is  also  urged  that  the  several  acts  of  Parliament  we  have  men- 
tioned expressly  declare  that  they  shall  not  be  held  to  constitute  the 
body  a  corporation. 


But  whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  such  a  declaration  ^n^the  court|) 
Coftiiat  count^,  it  cannot  alter  the  essentiaTnature  of  a  corporation_^^ 
prevent  the  courts  of  another  jurisdiction  from  ingnirinff  into  its  true 
character,  whenever  that  may  come  in  issue.  It  appears  to  have  been 
the  polic3'  of  the  English  law  to  attach  certain  consequences  to  incor- 
porated bodies,  which  rendered  it  desirable  that  such  associations  as 
these  should  not  become  technicaHy  corporatiops.  Among  these,  it 
would  seem  from  the  provisions  of  t&ese  acts,  is  the  exemption  from 
individual  liability  of  the  shareholder  for  the  contracts  of  the  corpora, 
tion.  Such  local  policy  can  have  no  place  here  in  determining  whethei 
an  association,  wliose  powers  are  ascertained  and  its  privileges  con- 
ferred by  law,  is  an  incorporated  bodj'. 

The  question  before  us  is  whether  an  association,  such  as  the  one  we 
are  considering,  in  attempting  to  carry  on  its  business  in  a  manner 
which  requires  corporate  powers  under  legislative  sanction,  can  claim,  i 
in  a  juriigTction  foreign  to  the  one  which  gave  those  powers,  that  it  is 
only  a  partnership  of  individuals. 

We  have  no  hesitation  in  holding  that,  as  the  law  of  corporations  is 
understood  in  this  country,  the  association  is  a  corporation,  and  that 
the  law  of  Massachusetts,  which  only  permits  it  to  exercise  its  corpo- 
rate function  in  th^t  State  on  the  condition  of  payment  of  a  specific  tax, 
is  no  violation  of  the  Federal  Constitution  or  of  any  treaty  protected 
by  said  Constitution. 

Mr.  Justice  Bbadlbt.  "Whilst  I  agree  in  the  result  which  the  court 
has  reached,  I  differ  from  it  on  the  question  whether  the  company'is  a 
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corporation.  I  think  it  is  one  of  those  special  partnerships  which  are 
called  joint-stock  companies,  well  known  in  England  for  nearly  a  cen- 
tary,  and  cannot  maintain  an  action  or  be  sued  as.  a  corporation  in  this 
country  without  legislative  aid.  But  as  it  is  a  compan3'^  associated  un- 
der the  laws  of  a  foreign  country,  it  comes  within  thS^cope  of  the 
Massachusetts  statute,  and  cannot  claim  exemption  from  its  operation 
for  the  causes  alleged  in  that  behalf.  It  could  not  have  been  the  intent 
of  the  treaty  of  1815  to  prevent  the  States  fr6m  imposing  taxes  or 
license  laws  upon  either  British  corporations  or  joint-stock  companies 
desiring  to  establish  banking  or  insurance  business  therein.  And  cer- 
tainly  these  companies  cannot  be^^xempted  from  such  laws  on  the 
ground  that  dtizeng_aL-Qthfi£_States  have  chnaen  to  takpi  anmn  of 
their  shares.  ^  Judgment  affirmed. 

THOMAS  «.  DAKIN.      --y^-^-^^^ } 

,,jt-^  1839.    22  Wendell,  9.1 

^^fi/^      In  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York.     Action  brought  by  plaintiff 
H  Thomas  as  president  of  Bank  of  Central  New  York,  an  association 

A  -  formed  under  the  General  Banking  Act  of  April  18,  1838,  to  recover 
several  demands  alleged  to  be  due  to  the  institution.  The  declaration 
alleged  the  indebtedness  to  be  to  the  bank,  and  the  promises  to  have 
been  made  to  the  bank;  concluding  to  the  damage  of  the  bank  of 
$10,000 ;  and,  therefore,  the  said  plaintiff,  as  president  of  the  Bank 
of  Central  New  York,  brings  suit,  &c. 

Demurrer  to  declaration;  assigning,  in  substance,  the  following 
special  causes :  —  ,       ^,uuu.a/uJ 

1.  Plaintiff  Thomas  has  no  cause  of  action,  i^t^-*^'^**'*^**^^ 

2.  No  authority  exists  in  law  for  plaintiff  to  sue  on  behalf  of  the 
bank,  or  upon  promises  made  to  the  bank.  '■''•^  m-i-^  \::z^%^i^ 

3.  No  association  of  persons  not  incorporated  are  entitled  by  law  to 
bring  an  action  in  the  name  of  their  president,  but  only  in  their  indi- 
vidual names. 

4.  The  General  Banking  Act  of  1838,   so  far  as  it  purports  to 
■tL              authorize  this  suit,  is  unconstitutional ;   and  also  is  void  because  it 

did  not  receive  the  assent  of  two-thirds  of  all  the  members  of  the 
legislature. 

The  Constitution  of  New  York,  article  7,  section  9,  is  as  follows : 
"  The  assent  of  two-thirds  of  the  members  elected  to  each  branch  of 
the  legislature  shall  be  requisite  to  every  bill  .  .  .  creating,  continuing, 
altering,  or  renewing  any  body  politic  or  coi"porate." 


%^- 


H' 


1  Statemeut  abridged  from  facts  stated  b}r  reporter  and  from  facts  stated  in  tha  < 

opinionB.    The  arguments  are  omitted ;  also  the  greater  part  of  the  opinions.  — Ed  'i'       rTZCl 
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The  provisions  of  the  General  Banking  Act  of  1838  are  suflSciently 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  Nelson,  C.  J. 

C.  P.  ITirklancl,  and  S.  A.  Foote,  for  plaintiffs. 

Ward  Hunt,  for  defendant. 

Nelson,  C.  J.  .  .  .  Ai-e  these  associations  corporations?.  In  order 
to  determine  this  question,  we  must  first  ascertain  the  {properties  essen- 
ti^3to  constitute  a  corporate  body,  and  compare  them  with  those 
conferred  upon  thej,ssociations  ;  for  if  they  exist^njcommon^or  sub- 
stantlallv  con-espongV  the  answer  will  be  in  the  aflarmative.  A  corpo- 
rate body  is  known  to  the  law  by  the  powers  and  faculties  bestowed  upon 
it,  expressly  or  impliedly,  by  the  charter ;  the  use  of  the  term  corpo- 
ration in  its  creation  is  of  itself  unimportant,  except  as  it  will  imply  the 
possession  of  these..  They  may  be  expressly  conferred,  and  then  they 
denote  this  legal  being  as  unerringly  as  if  created  in  general  terms.  It 
has  been  well  said  by  learned  expounders  that  a  corporation  aggre- 
gate is  an  artificial  body  of  men,  composed  of  divei-s  individuals,  the 
ligaments  of  which  body  are  the  franchises  and  liberties  bestowed  upon 
it,  which  bind  and  unite  all  into  one,  and  in  which  consists  the  whole 
frame  and  essence  of  the  corporation.  The  "  franchises  and  liberties," 
or,  in  more  modern  language,  and  as  more  strictly  applicable  to  private 
corporations,  the  powers  and  faculties,  which  are  usually  specified  as 
creating  corporate  existence,  are :  1.  The  caoacitv  of  perpetual  succes- 
sion;  2.  The  power  to  sue  and  be  sued,  and  to  grant  and  receive  in 
its  corporate  name  ;  3.  To  purchase  and  hold  real  and  personal  estate ;  T,  S'AX 
4._To  have  a  common  seal ;  andBT'To  make  by-laws.  These  indicia 
were  given  by  judges  and  elementary  wnters  at  a  very  early  day :  since 
which  time  the  institutions  have  greatly  multiplied,  their  practical 
operation  and  use  have  been  thoroughly  tested,  and  their  peculiar  and 
essential  properties  m'uch  better  understood.  Any  one  comprehending 
the  scope  and  purpose  of  them  at  this  day  will  not  fail  to  perceive 
that  some  of  the  powers  above  specified  are  (k  trifling  importance,  while 
others  are  wholly  unessential.  For  instancei^ffiTe  power  to  purchase 
and  hold  real  estate  is  no  otherwise  essential  than  to  afford  a  place  of 
business ;  and  the  right  to  use^  common  seal,  or  to  mMJce  by-laws, 
may  be  dispensed  with  altogethen  ipor  as  to  the  one,  it  is  now  well 
settled  thatjjorporations  may  contract  by  resolution,  or  through  agents, 
without  8ea|;L3nd  as  to  the  other,  the  power  is  unnecessary,  in  all 
casM  where  the  charter  sufllciently  provides  for  the  government  of  the 
bodjy  The  distinguishing  feature,  far  above  all  others,  is  the  capacity 
conferred,  by  which  a  perpetual  nn^^.f.fijiinn  tf  difp.rp.nt  pc.r^'irf^^xjhail  be 
regarded  in  the  law  as  one  and  the  same  body^  a,n,d  m,ay  at,  all,  times 
act  in  fulfilment  qftne  objects  of  the  c^sspciation  as  a  single  individual. 
In  this  way  a  legal  existence,  a  body  corporate,  an  artificial  being,  is 
constituted ;  the  creation  of  which  enables  any  number  of  persons  to 
be  concerned  in  accomplishing  a  particular  object,  as  one  man.  While 
the  aggregate  means  and  influence  of  all  are  wielded  in  affecting  it,  the 
operation  is  conducted  with  the  simplicity  and  indU'iduality  of  a  natural        ^ 
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.%'^- 


person.     In  this  consists  tlie  essence  and  great  value  of  these  institu- 
tions.    Hence  it  is  apparent  that  the  onlj'  properties  that  can  be  re- 
garded strictly  asl^ssential,  are  those  which  are  indispensable  to  mould 
the  different  persons  intQ^,iMs_artificial  being,  and  thereby  enable  it  to 
act  in  the  waj'  above  statedj  When  once  constituted,  this  legal  being 
created,  the  powers  and  faculties  that  maj'  be  conferred  are  various,  — 
limited  or  enlarged  at  the  discretion  of  the  legislature,  and  will  depend 
upon  the  nature  and  object  of  the  institution,  which  is  as  competent  as 
a  natural  person  to  receive  and  enjoy  them.    We  may,  in  short,  con- 
clude by  saying,  with  the  most  approved  authorities  at  this  day,  that 
the  essence  of  a  corporation  consists  in  a  capacity  1, 1.  .Tohave  a  per-f 
petual&ucecssion  under  a  speciaLiiamfi,..an.d,JiL.afl_attifieial-fo«m.;  -2,..Ilo/| 
■take  and  a;rant_property>-caHti!aGt -obligationSj^sjjajuaiJjg,^ued  by  it^ | 
corgoraXe_name.jis_anJiuimdHal4^ijd_a^  I 

mon,  grants  of  privileges  and  immnnities.- 

We  will  now  endeavor  to  ascertain  with  exactness  the  powers  and 
attributes  conferred  upon  these  associations^  by  virtue  of  the  statute. 
The  first  fourteen  sections  (1  to  14)  prescribe  the  duties  of  the  comp- 
troller in  furnishing  notes  for  circulation,  taking  the  required  securities, 
&c.  The  15th  provides  that  any  number  of  persons  may  associate  to 
establish  offices  of  discount,  deposit,  and  circulation.  The  16th,  that 
they  shall  make  and  file  a  certificate,  specifying :  1.  The  name  to  be 
used  in  the  business ;  2.  The  place  where  the  business  shall  be  carried 
on  ;  3.  The  amount  of  capital  stock,  and  number  of  shares  into  which 
divided  ;  4.  The  names  of  the  shareholders ;  5.  The  duration  of  the 
association.  The  18th  confers  upon  the  persons  thus  associating  the 
most  ample  powers  for  carrying  on  banking  operations^  together  with 
the  right  "  to  exercise  such  incidental  powers  as  shall  be  necessary  to 
carry  on  such  business ; "  also  to  choose  a  president,  vice-president, 
cashier,  and  such  other  officers  and  agents  as  may  be  necessary.  By 
the  21st  and  22d.  sections,  contracts,  notes,  bills,  &c.,  shall  be  signed 
by  the  president  and  cashier;  and  all  suits,  actions,  &c.,  are  to  be 
brought  in  the  name  of,  and  also  against  the  president  for  the  time 
being ;  and  not  to  abate  by  his  deaih^resianq,tion.,  or  remrmal^  but  to 
be  continued  in  the  name  of  the  successor.  24th  section :  The  associ' 
ation  may  purchase  and  hpld  real  estate,  &c.,  the  convej'ance  to  be 
made  to  the  president,  or  such  other  officer  as  shall  be  designated,  who 
may  sell  and  convey  the  same  free  from  any  claim  against  share- 
holdjgKB.  19  th  section:  The  shares  of  .capital  stock  to  be  d^RRTnerl  par, 
sonal  property,  transferable  oaJheJaooks  ofJihe  association  ;  lyndCTPry 
person  jecoming  a  sharehoMef-by-auch  transfer.  ■shaU-simppod  t"  all 
_the  rigEts  and  liabilitisa-^--the  priof-beldef.  23d  section  ^^b  share- 
holder  to  be  personally  liable ;  and  the  associatioijis  not  to  be  dis- 
solved by  the  death  or  insanity  of  any  shareholder^ 

1.  Upon  a  perusal  of  these  provisions,  it  will  appSSrthat  the  associa- 
tion acquires  the  power  to  raise  and  hold  for  common  use  any  given 
amount  of  capital  stock  for  banking  purposes,  which,  when  subscribed. 
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fs  made  personal  proyierty,  arid  the  several  shares  transferable  the 
same  and  with  like  effect  as  in  case  of  corporate  stock ;  to  assume 
a  common  name  under  which  to  manage  all  the  affairs  of  the  associa- 
tion ;  to  choose  all  officers  and  agents  that  may  be  necessary  for  the 
purpose,  and  remove  and  appoint  them  at  pleasure.  It  will  hence  be 
seen,  that  although  the  association  may  be  composed  of  a  number  ot 
different  persons,  holding  an  interest  in  the  capital  stock,  its  operations 
are  so  arranged  that  they  do  not  appear  in  conducting  its  affairs ;  all 
are  so  bound  together,  so  moulded  into  one,  as  to  constitute  but  a 
single  body,  represented  by  a  common  name,  or  names  (the  knot  of  the 
combination),  and  in  which  all  the  business  of  the  institution  is  con- 
ducted by  common  agents.  In  this  way  it  purchases  and  holds  real 
and  personal  property,  contracts  obligations,  discounts  bills,  notes, 
and  other  evidences  of  debt,  receives  deposits,  buys  gold  and  silver 
bullion,  bills  of  exchange,  &c.,  loans  money,  sues  and  is  sued,  &c.  It 
is  true  some  portion  of  the  business  is  conducted  in  the  assumed  name, 
and  some  in  the  name  of  the  president  for  the  time  being ;  but  this  in 
no  manner  changes  the  character  of  the  body,  /a" corporation  may  have 
more  than  one  name  ;  it  may  have  one  in  which  to  contract,  grant,  &c., 
and  another  in  which  to  sue  and  be  sued  ;  so  it  may  be  known  by  two 
different  names,  and  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  either ;  and  the  name  of 
thepresident,  his  official  name,  or  any  other,  will  answer  every  pur- 
pose^ 2  Bacon's  Abr.  5;  2  Salk.  451;  2  Id.  237;  Ld.  Raym.  153, 
680.  The  only  material  circumstance  is,  a  name,  or  names,  of  some 
kind,  in  which  all  the  affairs  of  the  company  may  be  conducted.  So 
much,  and  no  more,  is  essential  to  give  simplicity  and  effect  to  the 
operation.  An  artificial  being  is  thus  plainly  created,  capable  of 
receiving  all  the  ample  powers  and  privileges  conferred  upon  the  asso- 
ciations, and  of  managing  their  diversified  concerns  in  an  individual 
capacity.     All  business  is  to  be  conducted  in  a  common  or  proper 

name.  -^ -i 

2.  Tliis  artificial  being  possesses  the  powers  of  Eerpetual  succession.! 
Neither  sale  of  shares  or  death  of  shareholders  affect  it ;  if  one  should 
sell  bis  interest,  or  die,  the  purchaser  or  representative,  by  operation  of 
law,  immediately  takes  his  place.  §  19.  Nor  can  _the  insanity  of  a 
member  work  a  dissolution.  Id.  Officers  and  agents  for  conducting 
the  business  of  the  association  are  secured.  In  case  of  vacancy,  by  _..-,^vJf^^/^ 
death  or  otherwise,  the  place  maj'  at  once  be  filled.  §  18.  For  the 
entire  duration,  therefore,  of  the  association,  and  which  may  be  with- 
out limit,  §  16,  sub.  5,  the  whole  body  of  shareholders,  though  perpet- 
ually shifting,  constitute  the  same  uniform,  artificial  being  which  is  to 
be  engaged  through  the  instrumentality  of  officers  and  agents  in  con- 
ducting the  business  of  the  concern,  and  no  member  is  personally 
liable.  §  23.  Then,  as  to  the  powers  conferred,  without  again  specially 
recurring  to  them,  it  will  be  seen  at  once  that  the  associations  possess 
all  that  are  deemed  essential,  according  to  the  most  approved  author- 
ities, to  constitute  a  corporate  body.  They  have  a  capacity :  ^ir"To 
have  perpetual  succession  under  a  common  name,  and  in  an  artificial 
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form ;  2.  To  take  and  grant  property,  contract  obligations,  to  sue  and 
be  sued  by  its  corporate  name,  in  the  same  manner  as  an  individual ; 
3.  To  receive  grants  of  privileges  and  immunities,  and  to  enjoj'  them 
in  common.  All  these  are  expressly  granted,  and  many  more,  besides 
the  general  sweeping  clause,  "  <o  exercise  such  incidental  powers  as 
shall  be  necessary  to  carry  on  such  business"  (meaning  the  business  of 
banking),  under  which  even  the  seal  and  right  to  make  b^'-laws  are 
clearly  embraced,  if  essential  in  conducting  the  affairs  of  the  institution^ 

[After  considering  other  questions,  the  learned  judge  concludes  as 
follows :  — ] 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion:  1.  That  these  associations  are 
corporations ;  2.  That  the  legislature  possesses  no  power  to  pass  a 
general  law  like  the  one  under  consideration  h}^  a  majority  bill ;  and 
3.  That  they  may  pass  it  by  two-thirds  of  the  members  elected. 

The  plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  demurrer,  with 
leave  to  amend  on  the  usual  terms.  Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


ANDREWS  BEOS.  CO.  v.  YOUNGSTOWN  COKE  CO.,  Limited.       ,^  J 

1898.     58  U.  S.  Appeals,  444.1  '■^^'^'^^^a' 


Erroe  to  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  the  Eastern  Division  of  the 


tvW^ 

3uit  Court  for  the  Eastern  Division  of  tbi 
Northern  District  of  Ohio. 

Before  Taft  and  Lukton,  Circuit  Judges,  and  Clakk,  District 
Judge.  ~ 

Action  by  Youngstown  Coke  Co.,  Limited,  against  Andrews  Bros. 
Co.,  an  Ohio  corporation.    Judgment  below  for  the  original  plaintiffs. 

Thomas  W.  Sanderson,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

John  G.  White  {Homer  E.  Stewart,  James  W.  Stewart,  and  White, 
Johnson,  McCaslin  &  Cannon  were  on  the  brief),  for  defendant  in 
error. 

LuETON,  Circuit  Judge.  The  first  and  principal  question  is  whether 
the  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction.  The  plaintiff  is  described  in  its 
original  petition  as  "a  limited  partnership  assoniatJQn.  duly  organized 
and  existing  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, of  which  state  it  is  a  citizen."  This  was  perhaps  an  insufficient 
statement  of  its  corporate  character,  under  Chapman  v.  Barney,  129 
U.  S.  677,  9  Sup.  Ct.  426,  and  Carnegie,  PMpps  &  Co.  v.  Hulbert,  3  C. 
C.  A.  391,  53  Eed.  10.  To  meet  this  dif&culty,  an  amended  petition 
was  filed,  in  which  it  was  averred  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  corgOTaiion 
under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  and  a  citizen  of  that  state.  The  de- 
fendant in  an  amended  answer,  and  by  way  of  abatement,  admits  that 
the  plaintiff  company  was  created  and  organized  under  the  Pennsyl- 
vania act  of  June  2,  1874,  but  denies  that  it  thereby  became  either  a 

1  Statement  abridged.  Portions  of  opinion  omitted.  So  much  of  the  opinion  as  is  given 
ia  reprinted  from  86  Federal  Reporter,  686  et  sej.  —  Ed. 


ANDREWS  BEOS,    CO.  V.  YOUNGSTOWN  COKE   CO.  9 

corporation  or  a  citizen  of  said  state,  within  the  meaning  and  effect 
of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States,  requiring  diversity  of  citizenship 
to  give  jurisdiction  to  a  United  States  court. 

The  act  of  June  2,  1874  [as  amended],  under  which  the  defendant 
in  error  was  organized,  is  in  17  sections.  The  first  provides  that 
three  or  more  persons  desiring  to  organize  under  the  act  may  do  so 
by  preparing,  signing,  and  acknowledging  a  statement  in  writing 
which  shall  set  forth  the  amount  of  capital  subscribed  for  by  each ; 
the  total  amount  of  capital,  and  when  and  how  to  be  paid ;  the  char- 
acter of  the  business  and  location  of  same ;  the  name  of  the  associa- 
tion, with  the  word  "  Limited  "  added  thereto  as  part  of  same ;  the 
duration  of  the  association,  which  shall  not  exceed  20  years ;  and  the 
names  of  the  officers  selected  in  conformity  with  the  act.    The  second  ^ 

section  provides  that  the  members  of  the  association  shall  not  be  lia-  -v^  ^^^ 
ble  for  the  debts  or  engagements  of  the  company  beyond  their  unpaid  /t>^. 
subscriptions  to  the  capital.     The  fourth  section  provides  that  inter-  ^^^vv*^ 
ests  in  such  associations  shall  be  personal  estates,  and  may  be_trans- 
ferred,  given,  bequeathed,  distributed,  sold,  or  assigned  under  such 
'"rules'and  regulations  as  shall  be  adopted  from  time  to  time  —  "  by 
a  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  members  in  number  and  value  of  their 
interests  ;  and  in  the  absence  of  such  rules  and  regulations  the  trans- 
feree of  any  interest  in  any  such  association  shall  not  be  entitled  to       ^,</^ 
any  participation   in  the  subsequent  business   of  such   association,   '\j   ^h- 
unless  elected  to  membership  therein,  by  a  vote  of  a  majority  of  the     ^  -^ 
members  in  number  and  value  of  their  interests.     And  any  change  of  .^^/^^y"^ 
ownership,  whether  by  sale,  death,  bankruptcy  or  otherwise,  which 
occurs  in  the  absence  of  any  rules  and  regulations  of  such  association 
regulating  such  transfer,  and  which  is  not  followed  by  election  to  mem- 
bership in  such  associations,  shall  entitle  the  owner  or  transferee  only        y  ^^ 
to  the  value  of  the  interest  so  acquired  at  the  date  of  acquiring  such     ^^^^ 
interest,  at  a  price  and  upon  terms  to  be  mutually  agreed  upon,  and   y^^*^ 
in  default  of  such  agreement,  at  a  price  and  upon  terms  to  be  fixed  by   '^^JU^ 
an  appraiser  to  be  appointed  by  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  the 
proper  county,  on  the  petition  of  either  party,  which  appraisement 
shall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  said  court." 

The  fifth  section  provides  for  a  board  of  managers,  who  shall  be 
not  less  than  three  nor  more  than  five,  one  of  whom  shall  be  chair- 
man, one  the  treasurer,  and  one  the  secretary.     This  section  also  pro-  , 
vides  that  "JSTo  debt  shall  be  contracted  or  liability  incurred  for  such  J/a^^x^^ 
association,  except  by  one  or  more  of  the  managers,  and  no  liability     mA^^ 
greater  than  five  hundred  dollars,  except  against  the  person  incurring^;;;|^^^^^^-- 
it,  shall  bind  the  association,  unless  reduced  to  writing  and  signed  by 
at  least  two  managers." 

The  sixth  and  seventh  sections  provide  for  distribution  of  profits 
through  dividends,  such  dividends  not  to  impair  capital,  and  that  it 
shall  be  unlawful  to  lend  its  credit,  name,  or  capital  to  any  member, 
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or  to  any  other  person,  without  consent  of  a  majority  in  number  and 
value  of  members  in  writing.  The  eight,  ninth,  and  tenth  sections 
provide  how  such  companies  may  be  dissolved,  and  how  the  property 
shall  be  distributed.  The  remaining  parts  of  the  act  provide  — Jjirst, 
that  the  association  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  its  associate  name,  ser- 
vice of  process  to  be  made  upon  one  of  its  officers,  or  on  any  agent, 
clerk,  or  manager  in  counties  where  it  may  maintain  an  oiS^ ;  gjeeond, 
that  such  associations  may  acquire,  hold,  and  convey  real  estate  in  its 
associated  nam^ 

This  act  does  not  declare  these  associations  to  be  "  corporations," 
nor  are  they  styled  "  corporations."  They  are  called  "  partnership 
associations."  Neither  does  the  act  disclaim  a  purpose  to  create  corpo- 
rations,  as  was  the  case  under  the  English  and  New  York  joint-stock 
acts  mentioned  and  construed  in  Liverpool  Ins.  Co.  v.  Massachusetts, 
10  Wall.  566,  and  Feople  v.  Coleman,  133  N.  Y.  279,  31  N.  E.  96.  JSut 
the  fact  of  corporation  or  no  corporation  must  depend  upon  the  exist- 
ence or  nonexistence  of  those  faculties  which  are  of  the  essence  of 
corporate  existence.  We  need  not  be  too  attentive  to  mere  names. 
The  inquiry  must  go  deeper,  and  a  solution  be  reached  upon  principle) 
[The  learned  judge  here  quoted  from  the  opinions  in  Thomas  v. 
Dakin,  22  Wendell,  9,  70, 103,  and  Liverpool  Ins.  Co.  v.  Massachusetts, 
10  Wallace,  566,  576.] 

^Definitions  are  dangerous.  They  are  most  often  too  narrow,  but 
not  infrequently  too  broad.  Many  definitions  of  a  corporation  have 
been  attempted.  Most  of  them  include  one  or  more  faculties  which 
in  this  country  are  clearly  not  essential,  or  are  included  within  more 
general  powers  already  cataloguedTj 

It  is  not  essential  to  the  idea  of  a  corporation  that  it  shall  have 
jierpfitual  existencp.,  for  limited  corporations  are  a  matter  of  most 
common  occurrence,  whether  organized  under  special  or  general  laws. 
Neither  is  it  essential  that  it  shall  have  capacity  to  sue  and  be  si\ed 
under  its  corporate  name,  for  it  may  be  authorized  only  to  sue  in  the 
name  of  one  of  its  officers,  as  was  the  case  under  the  New  York  bank- 
ing law.  [Jhat  it  shall  have  capacity  to  sue  and  be  sued  under  some 
name  standing  for  the  collective  body  is  all  that  is  necessar^  Thomas 
V.  Dakin,  22  Wend.  9 ;  Liverpool  Ins.  Co.  v.  Massachusetts,  10  Wall. 
566.  Z^  the  last  analysis,  the  only  absolutely  essential  attribute  of  a 
corporation  is  the  capacity  to  exist  and  act  within  the  powers  granted. 
as  a  legal  entity,  apart  from  the  individual  or  individuals  who  consti- 
tute its  members.  1  ' 

But  these  associations  authorized  by  the  Pennsylvania  act  of  1874 
possess  everyjltribute  deemed  essential  to  the  existence  of  a  corpora- 
tion  under  any  authoritative  definition  of  a  corporation.  They  come 
into  being  only  by  the  creative  power  of  the  sovereign  will,  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  statute  which  authorizes  their  organization.    That  act 
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constitutes  at  once  the  authority  for  their  existence  and  the  measure 
of  their  powers.     When  organized,  they  constitute  a  new  artifigjaL 
person,  endowed  with  the  power  of  suing  and  being  sued,  and  of  ac- 
quiring, holding,  and  conveying  property  in  its  artificial  character. 
Created  by  compliance  with  the  constating  law,  they  can  be  dissolved 
only  in  the  way  pointed  out  by  that  law.    Individual  liabilitY  for  cor-  . 
porate  debts,  beyond  unpaid  subscription' to  the  capital  stock,  does  / 
,not  exist.     Coal  Co.  v.  Bogers,  108  Pa.  St.  147-160 ;    Stevens  v.  'B^U 
Club,  142  Pa.  St.  52-61,  21  Atl.  797.     The  members  do  not  act  as  in-  i 
dividuals,  or  as  partafiiSwbut  through  and  in  the  namp.  nf  fViP.  pnll^MJ]^  / 

_or_cor£OTate_body.  Hill  v.  Stetler,  127  Pa.  St.  145-162,  13  Atl.  306, 
and  17  Atl.  887.  The  members  are  not  1ia.h1p.  inrliOTiWlly  for  the 
torts  of  the  association,  unless  they  personally  participatg>.  Whitney 
V.  Backus,  149  Pa.  St.  29,  24  Atl.  51.  In  all  these  respects  it  would 
be  difficult  to  distinguish  these  companies  from  the  ordinary  business 
corporations  authorized  under  general  acts  in  most,  if  not  all,  of  the 
states  of  the  Union.  In  other  respects  they  are  somewhat  peculiar, 
and  it  is  these  peculiar  features  which  distinguish  them  from  the 
ordinary  business  corporations  provided  for  by  other  Pennsylvania 
legislation,  aod^  which  have  led  to  some  confusion  in  defining  their 
character,  ^hus,  the  managers  alone  may  create  a  debt,  and  no  lia- 
bility in  excess  of  $500  is  valid,  unless  the  contract  be  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  two,  at  least,  of  the  managersT)  This  is  a  mere  limita-' 

-tkai  upon  the  usual  powers  of  officers  and  agents  to  bind  the  artificial 
body,  and  in  no  way  affects  the  corporate  character  of  that  body. 
But  the  most  marked  peculiarity  is  found  in  the  provisions  of  the 
fourth  section  of  the  constituting  act,  whereby,  in  the  absence  of 
some  other  regulation,  adopted  by  the  members,  the  assignee  of  the 
interest  of  a  member  in  the  capital  stock,  by  operation  of  law  or 
otherwise,  does  not  become  a  member  until  elected.  In  default  of 
election,  the  association  must  pay  the  value  of  the  interest  as  ascer- 
tained by  agreement,  or,  in  default  thereof,  by  an  appraiser,  provided 
for  in  the  statute.  This  dilectus  personarum  is  a  most  inviting  in- 
ducement to  the  formation  of  small  business  corporations,  where  the 
personnel  of  the  members  is  a  matter  of  some  importance,  and  is  the 
only  feature  which  particularly  distinguishes  these  associations  from 
ordinary  corporations.  This  power  of  selection  is  similar  to  that  be- 
longing to  ordinary  co-partnerships.  A  member  may  sell  his  interest, 
but  such  sale  dissolves  the  partnership.  If  the  remaining  members 
assent  to  the  admission  of  the  new  member,  the  legal  result  is  a  new 
firm.     Under  this  provision  of  the  act  of  1874,  the  sale  of  an  inter- 

^fiSlLdoes  not  operate  as  a  dissolution,  but  requires  that  the  company 
shall  buy  the  interest  unless  the  transferee  is  acceptable.     The  priu- 

'Ciple  is  not  new  in  partnerships  where  the  partners  give  a  preference 
to  the  firm  or  its  members  by  contract  in  event  of  sale  or  other  devo- 
lution of  title. 

[After  stating,  and  quoting  from,  Carter  v.  Producer!^  Oil  Co.,  Lim- 
ited, 182  Pa.  State,  551.] 
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The  most  that  can  be  said  of  this  decision  is  that  the  court  de- 
clined to  classify  these  companies  with  ordinary  corporations,  and 
contented  itself  with  giving  it  its  statutory  designation.  We  have 
already  seen  by  the  Pennsylvania  cases  cited  that  that  court  had  time 
and  again  held  these  companies  to  have  the  very  attributes  which 
enable  us  to  distinguish  a  corporation  from  a  mere  partnership.  The 
fact  that  these  companies_aLere-aot  naUM  corporations  in  the  act  of 
'18747  ahH""that  they  possessed  thiK^egiMS  yersonarum,  has  led  to 
some  confusion  of  terminology  in  the"eHortto  describe  them. 
[After  quoting  from  varii)us  Pennsylvania  decisions.] 
These  decisions  are  not  overruled  or  criticised  in  Carter  v.  Oil  Co., 
heretofore  cited.  We  do  not  therefore  agree  with  counsel  for  plain- 
tiff in  error  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  has  determined 
that  such  associations  are  not  corporations  ;  on  the  contrary,  the  cor- 
porate character  of  the  organization  is  most  distinctly  recognized, 
though  distinguished  from  the  ordinary  corporation  provided  for  by 
other  general  statutes.  [^I-^  ^^^^  artificial  person,"  organized  under  a 
statute,  and  empowered  thereby  to  contract,  hold,  and  convey  pro- 
perty, sue  and  be  sued,  as  such,  is  a  corporation,  and  can  be  nothing 
elseT^  In  addition  to  the  recognition  of  these  associations  as  corpora- 
tions of  a  peculiar  character  by  the  Pennsylvania  court,  we  may  add 
the  pregnant  circumstance  that  section  13  of  article  16  of  the  state 

.constitution  provides  as  follows ;  —  ^ -.^^ 

(3  The  term  '  corporations,'  as  used0S  this  article)  shall  be  construed 
to  include  all  joint-stock  companies  or  associations  having  any  of  the 
powers  or  priyileges  of  corporations  not  possessed  by  individuals  or 

partnershigs3 

Article  16  is  devoted  to  the  subject  of  private  corporations  and 
their  regulation. 

But  does  the  existence  of  the  dilectus  personarum  take  from  the 
body  possessing  it  the  character  of  a  corporation,  if  it  possesses  those 
attributes  which,  by  general  consent,  distinguish  a  corporation  from,  a 
mere  voluntary  association  ?  (Jhe  general  and  well-settled  rule  is 
that,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  authority,  a  corporation  may  not 
make  the  transfer  of  shares  dependent  upon  the  discretion  of  the 
corporation,  its  oflcers  or  agents.  They  igay  by  reasonable  rule  regu- 
late such  transfer,  but  they  cannot  prohibitj  Mor.  Priv.  Corp.  §§  164, 
165.  But  that  this  power  may  be  conferred  by  the  charter  is  equally 
well  settled.  Id.,  and  authorities  cited ;  Lowell,  Stocks,  §  31.  This 
privilege  of  the  dilectus  personarum,  while  unusual  in  corporations 
for  profit,  is  a  very  common  provision  in  the  charters  of  companies 
not  for  profits,  such  as  clubs,  boards  Ojf  trade,  fraternal  societies,  edu- 
cational and  charitable  associations,  [joint-stock  companies  have  no 
invariable  character.  Sometimes  they  are  incorporated,  and  some- 
times they  are  not.  The  test  is  the  attributes  conferred  by  the  stat- 
ute under  which  they  are  organizedT)  Mor.  Priv.  Corp.  §  6.  Certain 
express  companies,  widely  known  in  this  country  as  joint-stock  com- 
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panies,  have  been  held  not  to  be  corporations,  within  the  meaning  of 
local  taxing  laws. 

The  case  of  People  v.  Coleman,  133  K  Y.  279,  31  K  E.  96,  is  inter- 
esting as  shojeing  the  history  and  legislative  origin  of  certain  of  these 
companies.  Jjhe  case  only  involved  the  question  Mto  whethp/rfjipvp 
jvas_a  legislative  ni-  pra.p.t-.ip.a.l  tqigtinfj-.^rin  between  joint-stock  associ- 
ations and  corporations  organized  under  the  law  of  New  York,  and 
whether  the  capital  of  a  .joint-stock  company  was  taxable  under  a 
New  York  statute,  taxing  the  capital  stock  o|_cor£oratifliisr\  The 
court  refers  to  People  v.  Wemple,  117  N.  Y.  136,  22  N.  "K  1046, 
and  says  that  case  "  shows  very  forcibly  how  almost  the  full  measure 
of  corporate  attributes  has,  by  legislative  enactment,  been  bestowed 
upon  joint-stock  associations  until  the  diffe^ce/^  there  be  one,  is  ob- 
scure, elusive,  and  difficult  to  see  and  describe?^    (The  italics  are  ours.) 

In  endeavoring  to  discover  whether  any  difference  remained,  the 
New  York  court,  speaking  through  Finch,  J.,  said  :  — 

"But  I  think  there  was  an  original  and  inherent  difference  between 
the  corporate  and  joint-stock  companies  known  to  our  law  which  legis- 
lation has  somewhat  obscured,  but  has  not  destroyed,  and  that  differ- 
ence is  the  one  pointed  out  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondent, 
and  which  impresses  me  as  logical  and  well  supported  by  authority. 
It  is  that  the  creation  of  the  corporation  merges  in  the  artificial  body. 
and  drowns  in  it  the  individual  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  members, 
while  the  organization  of  a  ioint-stock  company  leaves  the  indivjdnal 
jights  and  liabilities  unimpaired  and  in  full  force.  The  idea  was  ex- 
pressed in  Supervisors  of  Niagara  v.  People,  7  Hill,  512,  and  in  Gif- 
ford  V.  Livingston,  2  Denio,  380,  by  the  statement  that  the  corpora- 
tors lost  their  individuality,  and  merged  their  individual  characters 
into  one  artificial  existence  ;  and  upon  these  authorities  a  corporation 
is  defined  on  behalf  of  the  respondents  to  be  an  'jjtificial  person, 
.  created  by  the  sovereign  from  natural  persons,  and  in  which  artificial 
person  the  natural  persons  of  which  it  is  composed  become  merged 
and  nonexistent.'  I  am  conscious  that  legal  definitions  invite  and 
provoke  criticism,  because  the  instances  are  rare  in  which  they  prove 
to  be  perfectly  accurate ;  and  yet  this  one  offered  to  us  may  be  ac- 
cepted if  it  successfully  bears  some  sufBcient  test.  In  putting  it  on 
trial,  we  may  take  the  nature  of  the  individual  liability  of  the  cor- 
porators on  the  one  hand,  and  of  the  associates  on  the  other,  for  the 
debts  contracted  by  their  respective  organizations,  as  a  sufficient  test 
of  the  difference  between  them,  and  contrast  their  nature  and  char- 
acter. It  is  an  essential  and  inherent  characteristic_flf_a  corporation 
thatit  alone  is  primarily  liable  for  its  debts,  because  it  alone  contracte 
them,  except  as  that  natural  and  necessary  consequence  of  its  crear 
tion  is  modified  in  the  act  of  its  creation  by  some  explicit  command  ^ 
the  statute  which  either  imposes  an  expressliability  upon  the  corpo- 
rators in  the  nature  of  a  penalty,  or  af&rmatively  retains  and  pre- 
serves wliali  Would  have  Deen  the  common-law  liability  of  the  mem- 
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Mrs  from  the  destruction  involved  in  the  corporate  creation.  In 
other  words,  the  individual  liability  of  the  members,  as  it  wnnid  have^ 
existed  at  common  law,  is  lost  by  their  creation  into  a  corporation, 
and  exists  thereafter  only  by  force  of  the  statute,  upon  some  new  and 
modifying  conditions,  to  some  partial  or  cha.ngftfl  extent,  and  so  far 
preventing-,  by  the  intervention  of  an  express  command,  the  total  de. 
struction  of  individual  liabilities  which  otherwise  would  flow  from 
the  inherent  effect  of  the  norpora,tp  PTpat.inn  .  .  .  Exactly  the  oppo- 
site is  true  of  joint-stock  companies.  Their  formation  destroys  no 
part  or  portion  of  their  common-law  liability  fnr  tVip  i\fy>ts  oontraptpd 
Permission  to  sue  their  president  or  treasurer  is  only  a  convenient 
mode  of  enforcing  that  liability,  but  in  no  manner  creates  or  saves  it. 
.  .  .  We  may  thus  see  upon  what  the  legislative  intent  to  preserve 
them  as  separate  and  distinct  is  founded,  and  what  distinguishing 
characteristics  remain.  The  formation  of  the  one  involves  the  merg- 
ing and ' destruction  of  the  common-law  liability  of  the  members  for 
the  debts,  and  requires  the  substitution  of  a  new  or  retention  of  the 
old  liability  by  an  affirmative  enactment,  which  avoids  the  inherent 
effect  of  the  corporate  creation.  In  the  other  the  common-law  liabil- 
ity remains  unchanged  and  unimpaired,  and  needing  no  statutory 
intervention  to  preserve  or  restore  it.  The  debt  of  the  corporation 
is  its  debt,  and  not  that  of  its  members.  JUie  debt  of  ^hi?,  joint-y+'-'^'k 
company  is  the  debt  of  the  assnp.iat.pg^  Tiowpvpr  Anfnmp.f).  The  crea- 
tion  of  the  corporation  merges  and  drowns  the  liability  of  its  corpora- 
tors. The  creation  of  the  stock  company  leaves  unharmed  and  un- 
changed the  liability  of  the  associates.  The  one  derives  its  existence 
from  the  contract  of  individuals ;  the  other  from  the  sovereignty  of 
the  state.  The  two  are  alike,  but  not  the  same.  More  or  less,  they 
crowd  upon  and  overlap  each  other,  but  without  losing  their  identity  ; 
and  so,  while  we  cannot  say  that  the  ioint-stnp.k  cQrnpa.ny  is  a  corpg- 
ration,  we  can  say,  as  we  did  say  in  Van  Api-mnn.  v  JJUista'ri.,  102  "H 
Y.  360,  7  N.  E.  537,  that  a  joint-stock  company  is  a  partnership,  wi,th 
some  of  the  powers  of  a  comnratinn.  Beyond  that  we  do  not  think 
it  IS  our  duty  to  go." 

/if  the  nonliability  of  the  members  for  the  collection  of  debts  be  in 
fact  a  test  of  a  corporation,  then  these  Pennsylvania  companies  are 
clearly  corporations  under  this  authority^  But  we  cannot  be  sup- 
posed to  concede  this.  In  Liverpool  iws^  Co.  v.  Massachusetts,  10 
Wall.  666-575,  the  fact  of  the  liability  for  company  debts  of  the 
members  of  the  Liverpool  Insurance  Company  was  held  to  be  no  suffi- 
cient test  of  the  corporate  character  of  that  joint-stock  association. 
Justice  Miller,  as  to  this,  said : 

"  To  this  view  it  is  objected  that  the  association  is  nothing  but  a 
partnership,  because  its  members  are  liable  individually  for  the  debts 
of  the  company.  But,  however  the  law  on  this  subject  may  be  in 
England,  it  is  quite  certain  that  the  principle  of  personal  liability  of 
•the  shareholders  attaches  to  a  very  large  proportion  of  the  corporar 
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tions  of  this  country,  and  it  is  a  principle  wMch  has  warm  advocates 
for  its  universal  application  when  the  organization  is  for  pecuniary 
gain." 

The  Massachusetts  court  is  cited  as  holding  that  these  Pennsylva- 
nia associations  are  not  corporations,  and  could  not,  therefore,  be  sued 
in  Massachusetts  as  such.  Edwards  v.  Gasoline  Works,  168  Mass.  664, 
47  N.  E.  502.  The  case  does  so  hold.  But  the  decision  is  expressly 
rested  upon  the  earlier  Massachusetts  cases  holding  that  joint-stock 
companies  organized  under  the  law  of  that  State  were  mere  partner- 
ships. Tappan  v.  Bailey,  4  Mete.  (Mass.)  529  ;  Tyrrell  v.  Washburn, 
6  Allen,  466.  "  If,"  says  Lathrop,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  "  the  question  were  an  open  one  in  this  commonwealth,  it 
might  well  be  held  that  such  an  association  could  be  considered  to 
have  so  many  of  the  characteristics  of  a  corporation  that  it  might 
be  treated  as  one."  The  court  in  that  case  express  their  unwilling- 
ness to  adopt  the  views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Liverpool  Ins.  Co.  v.  Massachtcsetts,  10  Wall.  566,  and  say  that  their 
own  decision,  reported  in  Oliver  v.  Insurance  Co.,  100  Mass.  531,  and 
affirmed  in  that  opinion,  was  rested  upon  the  ground  stated  by  Jus- 
tice Bradley  in  his  dissenting  opinion.  We  have  neither  the  disposi- 
tion nor  the  freedom  of  the  Massachusetts  court  iu  respect  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Liverpool  Ins.  Co.  v.  Massachusetts. 
The  Youngstown  Coke  Company  presents  many  more  of  the  charac- 
teristic features  of  a  corporation  than  did  the  Liverpool  Insurance 
Company,  and  that  case  is  an  authority  most  strongly  supporting  our 
conclusion  that  it  is  a  corporation.  The  same  conclusion  was  reached 
in  regard  to  another  one  of  these  Pennsylvania  associations  by  Judge 
Lacombe,  in  Bushnell  v.  Park  Bros.  &  Co.,  46  Fed.  209.  That  case 
was  subsequently  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  in  9  C.  C.  A.  138, 
60  Fed.  583,  though  this  question  seems  to  have  been  abandoned  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  against  whose  protest  the  case  had  been  re- 
moved from  the  state  court.  Onr  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  the 
Youngstown  Coke  Company  is  a  corporation  and  a  citizen  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, witiTiin  the  meaning  of  the  jurisdictional  requirement  in  respect 
todiversity  of  citizenship. 


%^ 


16      GKEAT  SOUTHEEN  FIEE  PKOOF  HOTEL  CO.  V.   JONES. 


GEEAT  SOUTHEEK  EIEE  PEOOF  HOTEL  CO.  il  JONES.      ,    . 

1900.    177  V.  S.  449.1  ^^i-^i^ 

Jones  &  Co.  brought  a  bill  in  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  Ohio. 
against  an  Ohio  corporation  and  various  other  defendants.  The  bill 
describes  the  plairitifEs  as  "  members  of  the  limited  partnership  associa- 
tion doing  business  under  the  firm  name  and  style  of  Jones  &  Laugh- 
lins,  Limited,  which  said  association  is  a  limited  partnership  associa- 
tion, organized  under  an  act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  Pennsylvania, 
approved  June  23d  [2d],  1874,  entitled  '  An  act  authorizing  the  for- 
mation of  partnership  associations  in  which  the  capital  subscribed  shall 
alone  be  responsible  for  the  debts  of  the  association,  except  under 
certain  circumstances,' "...  and  which  association  is  "  a  citizen  of 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania." 

The  claim  of  Jones  &  Co.  was  founded  on  the  mechanics'  lien  statute 
of  Ohio.  The  Hotel  Company  demurred  to  the  bill ;  contending  that 
the  said  statute  was  unconstitutional.  After  a  decision  in  favor  of 
Jones  &  Co.  in  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  the  Hotel  Com- 
pany brought  the  case  to  the  XJ.  S.  Supreme  Court  on  a  writ  of  certiorari. 

Upon  the  argument  in  the  Supreme  Court,  that  court  suggested 
the  question  (not  raised  by  counsel,  nor  argued  in  the  court  below), 
whether  the  case  as  presented  by  the  record  was  one  of  which  the  U. 
S.  Circuit  Court  could  take  cognizance  by  reason  of  diversity  of  citi- 
zenship. 

John  E.  Sater  and  D.  F.  Pugh,  for  petitioner. 

Talfourd  P.  Linn  and  Louis  O.  Addison,  for  respondents. 

Harlan,  J.  .  .  .  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  .as  a 
limited  partnership  association  was  not  entitled  to  invoke  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Circuit  Court.  It  was  not  alleged  to  be,  nor  could  it 
have  alleged  that  it  was,  a  corporation  in  virtue  of  the  statute  oi 
Pennsylvania  under  which,  according  to  the  averments  of  the  bill,  it 
was  organized. 

(It  has  been  suggested  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  sue,  and  may 
be  sued,  by  their  association  narn|I^.  .  .  Uut  the  capacity  to  sue  and 
be  sued  by  the  name  of  the  association  does  not  make  the  plaintiffs  a 
corporation  within  the  rule  that  a  suit  by  or  against  a  corporation  in 
its  corporate  name  in  a  court  of  the  United  States  is  conclusively  pre- 
sumed_to  be  one  by  or  against  citizens  of  the  State  creating  the  cor- 
porationj 

[As  to  Const.  Pa.  Art.  XVI.  Sect.  13.]  jjlhe  only  effect  of  that  clause 
is  to  place  the  joint-stock  companies  or  associations  referred  to  under 
1  Statement  abridged.    Portions  of  opinion  omitted Ed. 
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the  restrictions  imposed  by  that  article  upon  corporatiqnsj  and  not  to 
invest  them  with  all  the  attributes  of  corporations. 

We  have  not  been  referred  to  any  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Pennsylvania  which  distinctly  places  limited  partnership  associations, 
created  under  the  statutes  of  that  State,  on  the  basis  of  corporations. 

That  a  limited  partnership  association  created  under  the  Pennsyl- 
vania statute  may  be  described  as  a  "  qruasi  corporation."  having  some 
of  the  characteristics  of  a  corporation,  or  as  a  "  new_artificial  person," 
is  not  a  sufficient  reason  for  regarding  it  as  a  corporation  within  the 
jurisdictional  rule  heretofore  adverted  to.  Uhat  rule  must  not  be 
extended^  We  are  unwilling  to  extend  it  so  as  to  embrace  partnership 
associations. 

We  have  not  overlooked  the  case  of  Andrews  Bros.  Co.  v.  Toungstown 
Coke  Co.,  58  U.  S.  App.  444,  in  which  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  Sixth  Circuit,  speaking  by  Judge  Lurton,  held  that  limited 
partnership  associations  organized  under  the  Pennsylvania  statute 
were  corporations  within  the  jurisdictional  requirement  of  diverse 
citizenship.  For  thereasons_stated,  we  are  unable  to  concur  in  the 
view  taken  by  thatcourE      ' 

VVe  therefore  adjudge  that  ...  it  was  necessary  to  set  out  the 
citizenship  of  the  individual  members  of  the  partnership  association 
of  Jones  &  Laughlins,  Limited,  which  brought  this  suit. 

Without  considering  the  merits  of  the  case,  we  are  constrained  to 
reverse  the  judgments  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  and  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  and  remand  the  cause  for  further  proceedings  consistent 
with  this  opinion.  Under  the  circumstances,  the  plaintiffs  should  be 
allowed,  upon  application,  to  amend  the  bill  upon  the  subject  of  the 
citizenship  of  the  parties. 


./^ 
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1892.     133  JV.  r.  279. 

Appeal  from  ordor  of  tbe  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  in 
the  first  judicial  department,  made  February  13,  1891,  which  affirmed 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  entered  upon  a  decision  of  the  court 
on  trial  at  Special  Term,  vacating  an  assessment. 

This  V7as  a  proceeding  by  certiorari  to  review  the  action  of  the  com- 
missioners of  taxes  and  assessments  of  the  city  of  New  York,  in  im- 
posing an  assessment  upon  the  capital  stock  of  the  Nq,tional  Express 
Company,  a  joiut-stock  company,  of  which  the  relator  is  treasurer  for 
the  year  1888. 

George  S.  Coleman,  for  appellants. 

James  C.  Carter,  for  respondent. 
"~  FiKCH,  j^  The  relator  was  taxed  upon  its  capital  on  the  ground 
that  it  had  become  a  corporation  within  the  meaning  of  the  provision 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  which  enacts  that  "  all  monied  or  stock  cor- 
poratious  deriving  an  income  or  profit  from  their  capital  or  otherwise, 
shall  be  liable  to  taxation  on  their  capital  in  the  manner  hereinafter 
prescribed."  (1  R.  S.  title  4,  chap.  13,  part  1.)  The  company  was 
formed  as  a  joint-stock  company  or  association  in  1853  by  a  written 
agreement  of  eight  individuals  with  each  other,  the  whole  force  and 
effect  of  which,  in  constitntinpr  aiiij  r^-^^^'^^f;  thfi  ffrganization,  rpstp.rl 
upon  the  common-la.w  rights  of  .the  individuals  and  their  power  to  con- 
.tract  with  pj^q^  otVip.r.  The  relation  they  assumed  was  wholly  the 
product  of  their  mutual  agreemerTr^rnl-TtTSpoKi^  in  nn  rpspect  upgn 
the  grant  or  authority  of  the  state.  It  was  entered  into  under  no 
"  statutory  license  or  permissioa.  neither  accepting  nor  designed  to  ac- 
cept any  franchise  from  the  sovereign,  but  founded  wholly  upon  the 
individual  rights  of  the  associates  to  join  their  capital  and  enterprise 
in  a  relation  similar  to  that  of  a  partnership.  A  few  years  earlier  the 
legislature  hadexplicitly  recognized  the  existence  and  validity  of  such 
organizations,  founded  upon  contract  and  evolved  from  the  common- 
law  rights  of  the  citizens.  (Laws  of  1849,  chap.  258.)  That  act  pro- 
vided that  any  joint-stock  company  or  association,  which  consisted  of 
seven  or  more  members,  might  sue  or  be  sued  in  the  name  of  its  presi- 
dent or  treasurer,  and  with  the  same  force  and  effect,  so  far  as  the  joint 
property  and  rights  were  concerned,  as  if  the  suit  should  be  prose- 
cuted in  the  names  of  the  associates.  fSut  the  act  explicitly  disclaimed 
any  purpose  of  converting  the  joint-stock  associations  recognized  as 
existing,  into  corporations  by  a  section  prohibiting  any  such  construc- 
tioij3  (§  5.)  In  1851  the  act  was  amended  in  its  form  and  application, 
but  in  no  respect  material  to  the  present  inquiry.  There  is  no  doubt, 
therefore,  that  when  the  company  was  formed  and  went  into  operation 
the  law  recognized  a  distinction  and  substantial  difference  between 
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joint-stock  companies  and  corporations  and  never  confused  one  with 
the  other,  and  that  the  existing  statute  which  taxed  the  capital  of  cor- 
porations had  no  reference  to  or  operation  upon  joint-stock  companies 
or  associations. 

But  two  things  have  since  occurred.  The  legislature,  while  steadily- 
preserving  the  distinction  of  names,  has  with  equal  persistence  con- 
fused the  things  by  obliterating  substantial  and  characteristic  marks 
of  difference,  until  it  is  now  claimed  that  the  joint-stock  associations 
have  grown  into  and  become  corporations  by  force  of  the  continued 
bestowal  upon  them  of  corporate  attributes.  £jt  is  said,  and  very  prob- 
ably correctly  said,  that  the  legislature  may  create  a  corporation,  with- 
out explicitly  declaring  it  to  be  such,  by  the  bestowal'  of  a  corporate 
franchise  or  corporate  attributes,  and  the  cases  of  banking  associations 
are  referred  to  as  instances  of  actual  occurrence  (Thomas  v.  Dahin, 
22  Wend.  9 ;  Bank  of  Watertown  v.  Watertowiij  25  Id.  686 ;  People  v. 
Niagara,  4  Hill,  20.)  Lit  is  added  that  such  result  may  happen  even 
without  the  legislative  intent,  and  because  the  gif^of  corporate  powers 
and  attributes  is  tantamount  to  a  corporate  creationjit  is  then  asserted 
that  a  series  of  statutes,  beginning  with  the  act  of  1849,  has  ended  in  the 
gift  to  joint-stock  associations  of  every  essential  attribute  possessed  by 
and  characteristic  of  corporations  (Laws  of  1853,  chap.  153,  Laws  of 
1854,  chap.  245,  Laws  of  1867,  chap.  289)  ;  that  the  lines  of  distinction 
between  the  two,  however  far  apart  in  the  beginning,  have  steadily  con- 
verged until  they  have  melted  into  each  other  and  become  identical; 
that  every  distinguishing  mark  and  characteristic  has  been  obliterated, 
and  no  reason  remains  why  joint-stock  associations  should  not  be  in 
all  respects  treated  and  regarded  as  corporations. 

Some  of  this  contention  is  true.  The  case  of  People  ex  rel.  Piatt  v. 
Wemple  (117  N.  Y.  136)  shows  very  forcibly  how  almost  the  full 
measure  of  corporate  attributes  has,  by  legislative  enactment,  been  be- 
stowed upon  joint-stock  associations,  until  the  differgnce/if  there  be 
one,  is  obscure,  elusive,  and  difficult  to  see  and  describe]]  And  yet  the 
truth  remains  that  all  along  the  line  of  legislation  the  distinctive 
names  have  been  retained  as  indicative  and  representative  of  a  differ- 
ence in  the  organizations  themselves.  As  recently  as  the  acts  of  1880 
and  1881,  which  formed  the  subject  of  consideration  in  the  Wemple 
case,  the  legislature,  dealing  with  the  subject  of  taxation  and  desiring 
to  tax  business  and  franchises,  imposed  the  liability  upon  "  every  cor- 
poration, joint-stock  company  or  association  whatever  now  or  here- 
after incorporated  or  organized  under  any  law  of  this  State."  It  is 
significant  that  the  words  "  or  organized  "  were  inserted  by  amend- 
ment, and  evidently  for  the  understood  reason  that  joint-stock  com- 
panies could  not  properly  be  said  to  be  "  incorporated,"  but  might  be 
correctly  described  as  "  organized  "  under  the  laws  of  the  State.  This 
persistent  distinction  in  the  language  of  the  statutes  I  should  not  be 
inclined  to  disregard  or  treat  as  of  no  practical  consequence,  when 
seeking  to  arrive  at  the  true  intent  and  proper  construction  of  the 
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statute,  even  if  I  were  unable  to  discover  any  practical  or  substantial 
difference  between  the  two  classes  of  organizations  upon  which  it  could 
rest,  or  out  of  which  it  grew,  for  the  distinction  so  sedulously  and  per- 
sistently observed  would  strongly  indicate  the  legislative  iutent,  and 
so  the  correct  construction. 

But  I  think  there  was  an  original  and  inherent  difference  between 
the  corporate  and  joint-stock  companies  known  to  our  law  which  legis- 
lation has  somewhat  obscured,  but  has  not  destroyed,  and  that  differ- 
ence is  the  one  pointed  out  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondent, 
and  which  impresses  me  as  logical  and  well  supported  by  authority. 
Jt  is  that  the  creation  of  the  corporation  merges  in  the  artificial  body 
and  drowns  in  it  the  individual  rights  and  lia.hilitip.s  nf  the  Tnembers, 
wEile  the  organization  of  a.  joint-stock  company  leaves  the  individual 
rights  and  liabilities  unimpaired  and  in  full  force.  The  idea  was 
expressed  in  Supervisors  of  Niagara  v.  People  (7  Hill,  512),  and  in 
Gifford  V.  Livingston  (2  Den.  380),  by  the  statement  that  the  corpora- 
tors lost  their  individuality  and  merged  their  individual  characters 
into  one  artificial  existence  ;  and  upon  these  authorities  a  corporation 
is  defined  on  the  part  of  the  respondents  to  be  '^an  artificial  person 
created  by  the  sovereign  from  natural  persnn.s  a.n^^in  which  artificial 
nerson  the  natural  persons  of  which  it  is  composed  become  merged 
and  non-existent."  I  am  conscious  that  legal  definitions  invite  and  pro- 
voke criticism,  because  the  instances  are  rare  in  which  they  prove  to 
be  perfectly  accurate ;  and  yet  this  one  offered  to  us  may  be  accepted 
if  it  successfully  bears  some  sufficient  test.  In  putting  it  on  trial  we 
may  take  the  nature  of  the  individual  liability  of  the  corporators  on 
the  one  hand  and  of  the  associates  on  the  other,  for  the  debts  contracted 
by  their  respective  organizations,  as  a  sufficient  test  of  the  difference 
between  them,  and  contrast  their  nature  and  character. 

It  is  an  essential  and  inherent  characteristic  of  a  corporation  that  it 
alone  is  primarily  liable  for  its  flpbtp,  because  it  alone  contracts  theip, 
except  as  that  natural  and  necessary  consequence  of  its  creation  is  modi- 
fied in  the  act  of  its  creation  by  some  explicit  command  of  the  statute 
which  either  imposes  an  express  liability  upon  the  corporators  in  the 
nature  of  a  penalty,  or  affirmatively  retains  and  preserves  what  would 
have  been  the  common-law  liability  of  the  members  from  the  destruc- 
tion involved  in  the  corporate  creation.  In  other  words,  the  individual 
liability  of  the  members,  as  it  would  have  existed  at  common  law,  is 
lost  by  their  creation  into  a  corporation,  and  exists  thereafter  only  by 
force  of  the  statute,  upon  some  new  and  modifying  conditions,  to  some 
partial  or  changed  extent,  and  so  far  preventing,  by  the  intervention 
of  an  express  command,  the  total  destruction  of  individual  liabilities 
which  otherwise  would  flow  from  the  inherent  effect  of  the  corporate 
creation.  The  penalties  sometimes  imposed  are  of  course  new  statu- 
tory liabilities  which  never  at  common  law  rested  upon  the  individual 
members.  The  retained  liability  occasionally  established  is  in  the 
nature  and  a  parcel  of  such  original  liability,  as  we  had  occasion  to 
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show  in  Roffers  v.  Decker  (131  N.  Y.  490),  but  jl^tained  by  force  of 
the  exgresa.(imifiTnanji  of  the  statute  and  in  "that  manner  saved  from 
the  destruction  which  otherwise  would  follow  the  simple  creation  of 
the  corporation.  Ordinarily,  these  individual  liabilities  exist  upon  other         ^^ 
than  common-law  conditions,  and  make  the  corporators  rather  sureties  -^'^'"'''^ 
or  guarantors  of  the  corporation  than  original  debtors,  since  in  general   (h^^'^^ 
their  liability  axises  after  the  usual  rpimprlies  ae;ainst  the  corporation  ^ 
hflve  beeu-sxhausted.     But  where  that  is  not  so,  the  invariable  truth 
is  that  the  creation  of  the  corporation  necessarily  destroys  the  com- 
mon-law liability  of  the  individual  members  for  its  debts,  and  requires 
at  the  hands  of  the  creating  power  an  affirmative  imposition  of  new 
personal  liabilities  or  a  specific  retention  of  old  ones  from  the  destruc- 
tion which  would  otherwise  follow.    JE^^ctly  the  opposite  is  true  of 
joint-stock  companies.   Their  formation  destroys  no  part  or  portion  of 
their  common-law  liability  for  the  debts  contracted,    ^hose  debts  are 
,theirjiebts  for  which  they  must  answer.  Permission  to  sue  their  presi- 
jient  or  treasurer  is  only  a  convenient  mode  of  enforcing  that  liplTiTTty, 
hut  in  no  manner  creates  or  saves  it.     The  statute  of  1853  did  inter- /Q 
fere  witb  it.     That  act  required  in  the  first  instance  a  suit  against  the     ..;.g  5 
president  or  treasurer,  and  so  a  preliminary  exhaustion  of  the  joint      ■'^"^ 
property.    But  that  act  was  modal,  and  determinedithe  procedure.    It  ,/y/>^'V^ 
suspended  the  common-law  ^^^''■,  ^^t  recognized  its  existence.   We  so  Jf^^^ 
held  in  Witherhead  v.  Allen  (4  Abb.  Ct.  App.  Dec.  628),  and  at  the 
same  time  said  that  the  associations  were  not  corporations  but  mere 
partnership  concerns.     Even  that  mode  of  procedure  has  been  modi. 


tied  by  the  Code  (§§  1922, 1923),  so  that  the  creditor  at  his  option  may  (Tn  ^^ 
sue  the  associates  without  bringing  his  action  against  the  president  or       {-iJf' 
treasurer.     These  last  and  quite  recent  enactments  show  that  the    tt^r^ 
legislative  intent  is  still  to  preserve  and  not  destroy  the  original  dif- 
ference between  the  two  classes  of  organizations ;  to  maintain  in  full 
force  the  common-law  liability  of  associates  and  not  to  substitute  for 
it  that  of  corporators ;  and  preserving  in  continued  operation  that  nor- 
mal and  distinctive  difference,  to  evince  a  plain  purpose  not  to  merge 
the  two  organizations  in  one  or  destroy  the  boundaries  which  separate  p     ,  v^ 
them.  (_That  intent,  once  clearly  ascertained,  determines  the  construe-  \W     "jTl 
tion  to  be  adopted)and  may  be  the^onl^eliable  test  in  view  of  the  power  -t     y^. 
of  the  state  to  clothe  one  organization  with  all  the  attributes  of  the     /^  1 
_other.     The  drift  of  legislation  has  been  to  lessen  and  obscure  the      ^  * 
original  and  characteristic  difference.     On  the  one  hand  corporations  /Vi/*'*"'^ 
have  been  created  with  positive  provisions  retaining  more  or  less  the  yp'^\J  . 
individual  liability  of  the  members,  and  on  the  other  the  joint-stock       (f'^^ 
companies  have  been  clothed  with  most  of  the  corporate  attributes,  but 
enough  of  the  original  difference  remains  to  show  that  our  legislation 
not  only  "^^Igfl'^J  progonroQ  i\iP.  rtistinction  of  nameH^  but  Sufficient, 
also,  of  the  original  difference  of  character  and  quality  to  disclose  a 
clear  intent  not  to  merge  the  two. 
We  may  thus  see  upon  what  the  legislative  intent  to  preserve  them 
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as  separate  and  distinct  is  founded  and  what  distinguishing  character- 
istics remain.  The  formation  of  the  one  involves  the  merging  and 
destruction  of  the  common-law  liability  of  the  members  for  the  debts, 
and  requires  the  substitution  of  a  new  or  retention  of  the  old  liability 
by  an  afB.rmative  enactment  which  avoids  the  inherent  effect  of  the 
corporate  creation ;  in  the  other,  the  common-law  liability  remains  un- 
changed and  unimpaired  and  needing  no  statutory  intervention  to 
preserve  or  restore  it ;  the  debt  of  the  corporation  is  its  debt  and  not 
that  of  its  members,  the  debt  of  the  joint-stock  company  is  the  debt 
of  the  associates  however  enforced ;  the  creation  of  the  corporation 
merges  and  drowns  the  liability  of  its  corporators,  the  creation  of  the 
stock  company  leaves  unharmed  and  unchanged  the  liability  of  the 
associates ;  the  one  derives  its  existence  from  thfi  contract  of  Individ- "1 
uals.  the  other  from  the  sovereignty  of  the  state.  The  two  are  alike 
n  \/-      but  not  the  same.     More  or  less,  they  crowd  upon  and  overlap  each 

,'5  1      other,  but  without  losing  their  identity,  and  so,  while  we  cannot  &ay 

nr^       that  the  joint-stock  company  is  a  corporation,  we  can  say  as  we  did  I  « 

)t\  ft/>^  say  in  Van  Aernam  v.  Bleistein  (102  N.  Y.  360),  that  a  joint-stock  / 

'^  company  is  a  partnership  with  some  of  the  powers  of  a  corporation. ) 

I)  Beyond  that  we  do  not  think  it  is  our  duty  to  go. 

The  order  should  be  afiS.rmed. 


COKPOEATIONS   SOLE.  23 


CHAPTER  II. 
CORPORATIONS  SOLE. 

1  Bl.  Com.  469. 

The  first  division  of  corporation  is  into  aggregate  and  sole.  Corpo- 
rations aggregate  consist  of  many  persons  united  together  into  one  so- 
ciety, and  are  kept  up  by  a  perpetual  succession  of  members,  so  as  to 
continue  forever :  of  which  kind  are  the  mayor  and  commonalty  of  a 
city,  the  head  and  fellows  of  a  college,  the  dean  and  chapter  of  a  ca- 
thedral church.  Jborporations  sole  consist  of  one  person  only  and  his 
successors,  in  somWparticular  station,  who  are  incorporated  by  law,  in 
order  to  give  them-  some  legal  capacities  and  advantages,  particularly 
tl^at  of  perpetuity,  which  in  their  natural  persons  they  could  not  have 
h^7  ^^  tliis  sense  the  king  is  a  sole  corporation :  so  is  a  bishop :  so 
aUTsome  deans,  and  prebendaries,  distinct  from  their  several  chapters : 
and  so  is  every  parson  and  vicar.  And  the  necessity,  or  at  least  use, 
of  this  institution  will  be  very  apparent,  if  we  consider  the  case  of  a 
parson  of  a  church.  At  the  original  endowment  of  parish  churches, 
the  freehold  of  the  church,  the  churchyard,  the  parsonage  house,  the 
glebe,  and  the  tithes  of  the  parish,  were  vested  in  the  then  parson  by 
the  bounty  of  the  donor,  as  a  temporal  recompense  to  him  for  his 
spiritual  care  of  the  inhabitants,  and  with  intent  that  the  same  emolu- 
ments should  ever  afterwards  continue  as  a  recompense  for  the  same 
care.  But  how  was  this  to  be  effected  ?  The  freehold  was  vested  in 
the  parson ;  and,  if  we  suppose  it  vested  in  his  natural  capacity,  on 
his  death  it  might  descend  to  his  heir,  and  would  be  liable  to  his  debts 
and  incumbrances  :  or,  at  best,  the  heir  might  be  compellable,  at  some 
trouble  and  expense,  to  convey  these  rights  to  the  succeeding  incum- 
bent. The  law  therefore  has  wisely  ordained  that  the  parson,  quate- 
nus  parson,  shall  never  die,  any  more  than  the  king :  by  making  him 
and  his  successors  a  corporation.  By  which  means  all  the  original 
rights  of  the  parsonage  are  preserved  entire  to  the  successor :  for  the 
present  incumbent,  and  his  predecessor  who  lived  seven  centuries  ago, 
are  in  law  one  and  the  same  person ;  and  what  was  given  to  the  one 
was  given  to  the  other  also.* 

1  Story,  J.,  in  Terrett  v.  Taylor,  9  Cranch  (D.  S.),  43,  said,  p.  46:  At  a  very  early  period 
the  religious  establishment  of  England  seems  to  have  been  adopted  in  the  colony  of  Vir- 
ginia; and,  of  coarse,  the  common  law  upon  that  subject,  so  far  as  it  was  applicable  to  the 
circumstances  of  that  colony.  The  local  division  into  parishes  for  ecclesiastical  purposes 
can  be  very  early  traced;  and  the  subsequent  laws  enacted  for  religious  purposes  evidently 
presuppose  the  existence  of  the  Episcopal  church  with  its  general  rights  and  authorities 
growing  out  of  the  common  law.  What  those  rights  and  authorities  are,  need  not  be  mi- 
nutely stated.  It  is  sufficient  that,  among  other  things,  the  church  was  capable  of  receiv- 
ing  endowments  of  land,  and  that  the  minister  of  the  parish  was,  during  his  incumbency, 
seised  of  the  freehold  of  its  inheritable  property,  as  emphatically  persona  ecc/esi'ae,  and 
capable,  as  a  sole  corporation,  of  transmitting  that  inheritance  to  his  successors. 


^ 
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CHAPTER  III. 
"DISREGARDING  THE  CORPORATE  FICTION." 

RUSSELL  ET  ALS.,  Appellants  v.  TEMPLE  et  al.,  Appellees. 

1798.     Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts.     3  Dane's  Abridgment,  lOS. 

[Pkobate  Appeal.]  In  this  ease  the  heirs  of  Thomas  Russell  con- 
tended that  his  shares  in  Maiden,  Charles-river,  Haverhill,  Andover, 
and  Merrimack  bridges,  in  Middlesex  canal,  &c.,  ought  to  be  considered 
as  real  estate,  and  his  widow,  afterwards  married  to  Temple,  ought  to 
have  only  her  dower  for  life  in  them.  On  the  other  hand,  Temple  and 
wife  contended  they  were  personal  estate,  and  ought  to  be  distributed 
as  such,  and  she  have  one-third  part  forever.  The  strongest  case 
among  these,  in  favor  of  real  estate,  was  the  Middlesex  canal,  in  which 
the  corporation  had  a  fee  simple  estate,  or  an  estate  forever,  and  a  per- 
petual toll.  By  the  statutes  passed  respecting  this  canal  and  real  estate, 
the  property  therein  was  divided  into  800  shares,  and  the  shares  in  the 
canal,  including  the  towing  paths  and  wharves  thereon,  were  made 
transferable  and  taxable  as  personal  estate.  This  corporation  also 
had  power  to  hold  real  estate  to  the  amount  of  £30,000,  over  and  above 
the  canal  itself,  and  this  appendant  real  estate  was  made  taxable  as  real 
estate  of  the  corporation  in  the  several  towns  in  which  it  la3'. 

It  was  argued  (for  the  widow)  that  these  shares  were  personal  estate 
for  two  reasons  :  — 

1st.  Because  these  estates  can  only  exist  in  the  corporation,  which 
alone  can  acquire  it,  alone  be  seized  or  possessed  of  it,  alone  pass  it 
away,  manage  or  repair  it,  and  so  must  hold  it  entire ;  and  that  the 
corporation  is  a  moral  person  to  all  the  purposes  of  property.  Its 
tenure  is  to  their  successors,  or  to  their  successors  and  assigns ; 
these  estates  never  can  vest  in  or  be  divided  among  the  individual 
members,  to  hold  as  tenants  in  common  &c.,  in  their  private  capacities. 
Only  the  corporation  can  forfeit  the  estate,  and  that  only  by  forfeiting 
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their  charter ;  and  only  the  corporation  can  be  taxed  for  it  on  common 
law  principles  ;  and  on  these  can  it  alone  be  taken  in  execution  for  the 
debts  of  the  corporation  ;  and  on  a  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  "  its 
lands  revert  to  the  grantor,  or  his  heirs,  and  the  debts  due  to  or  from 
it  are  totally  extinguished ;  so  that  the  members  of  it  cannot  recover  or 
be  charged  with  them  in  their  natural  capacities."  And  a  grant  to  a 
corporation  can  only  be  for  its  life  or  continuance.  2  Bl.  Com.  484 ; 
1  Lev.  239  ;  1  Bac.  Abr.  510.  The  case  of  the  Hoyal  Mcchange  Iil 
eurance  Company  v.  Vaughan,  1  Burr.  155,  and  Cowper,  79  to  86, 
Gardner's  Case. 

Second.  Because  the  share  is  personal  estate,  though  the  corporation 
hold  real  estate  ;  for  the  individual  member  has  no  estate,  but  only  a 
right  to  such  dividends  as  the  corporation,  from  time  to  time,  assign  to 
him.  He  is  unknown  on  the  grants  made  to  it,  and  he  cannot  grant 
any  part  of  the  estate  ;  nor  can  he  be  taxed  for  it  but  by  statute  law ; 
ijor  can  any  private  member  of  a  corporation  be  distrained  for  a  public 
concern  of  it ;  his  only  remedy  for  his  dividend  is  case  in  assumpsit,  or 
an  action  on  the  case  for  a  wrongful  refusal  or  neglect  to  pay  or  allow 
him  his  part  of  the  profits.  4  Wood's  Con.  489,  &c. ;  Cowp.  85  ;  Im- 
pey's  Modern  Pleader,  83;  1  Vent.  351,  Dutch  v.  Warren;  1  Stra, 
406  ;  same  case,  2  Burr.  1011.  So  lands  may  be  real  estate  in  one,  yet 
the  trees  or  corn  growing  on  them  may  be  personal  estate  in  another. 
Idford'sOase,  6  Co.  46  to  50 ;  Imp.  M.  P.  167. 

For  the  heirs  it  was  urged  that  these  shares  were  real  estate,  because 
it  was  said  the  estates  were  real  in  the  corporations ;  annexed  to  the 
soil ;  and  that  if  these  estates  in  the  corporations  were  real,  the  estates 
of  the  individual  members  in  them  followed  their  nature,  and  were  real ; 
and  that  the  frequent  declarations  of  the  legislature  declaring  such 
shares  personal  estate,  at  least  shew  a  doubt :  that  when  one  has  a  right 
to  receive  rent,  he  has  onlj'  a  right  to  receive  a  sum  of  monej- ;  j-et  it 
does  not  follow  that  his  estate  is  not  real  estate,  out  of  which  his  rent 
issues.  . 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was,  that  these  shares  were  personal  lji^.7 

estate,  and  distribution  was  ordered  accordingly,  plie  principal  reason 
of  the  decision  appears  to  be,  because  the  court  considered  that  the  indi- 
vidual member,  or  shareholder,  had  only  a  right  of  action  for  a  sum  ol 
money,  his  part  of  the  net  profits,  or  dividendsX  And  so  the  law  baa 
been  held  to  be  since  this  decision  was  made.  — 
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WILLIAMSON  V.  SMOOT. 

1819.    7  Martin,  Louisiana,  31. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  tlie  first  district. 

Matthews,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  plaintiff 
having  caused  an^ttachment  to  be  levied  on  the  steamboat  Alabama, 
the  St.  Stephens  Steamboat  Company  intervened  in  their  corporate 
capacity,  and  claimed  her  as  their  property.  The  intervening  party  are 
a  body  politic,  created  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  territory  of 
Alabama,  the  capital  stock  of  which  is  divided  into  shares  of  a  certain 
amount,  and  Smoot  the  defendant  owns  ten  of  them,  subscribed  for  by 
him. 

The  questions  to  be  decided  are :  1.  Is  it  proper  for  our  courts  of 
justice  to  recognize,  in  their  judicial  proceedings,  the  company  as  a  cor- 
porate body?  2.  Can  the  shares  or  stock  of  any  individual  stock- 
holder  be  legally  attached?* 

II.   The   existence  of  the  claimants  being  recognized  as   a  body 

corporate,  and  it  being  admitted  that  the  boat  attached   belongs  to 

j/      I    them  as  a  part  of  their  common   stock,  it  is  clear  that  Smoot  does 


AT^' 


i- 


V     !,;'//'    not  possess  such  certain  and  distinct  individual  property  in  it,  as  to 

L  C  '"  make   his  interest  attachable.     The  estate  and  rights  of  a  corpora- 

I  ^V  tion  belong  so  completely  to  the  body,  that  none  of  the  individuals  who 

T     (/     vl     compose  it  has  any  right  of  ownership  in  them,  nor  can  dispose  of  any 

|)art  of  them.     Civ.  Code,  88,  art.  11. 

The  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  district  court  erred  in  disallowing 
the  claim  of  the  company. 

It  is  therefore,  ordered,  adjudged  and  decreed  that  the  judgment  be 
annulled,  avoided  and  reversed,  and  that  the  attachment  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  appellant  be  quashed,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  said  steamboat 
the  Alabama,  and  that  she  be  released  therefrom. 
Livingston,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Duncan,  for  the  claimants. 

1  The  opinion  relating  to  Point  I.  is  omitted.  —Ed. 
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COOK  V.  CITY  OF  BURLINGTON. 

1882.     59  Iowa,  251. 

The  plaintiffs  are  the  executors  of  the  estate  of  James  W.  Grimes, 
deceased.  They  are  residents  of  the  city  of  Burlington,  where  the 
estate  is  situated.  Part  of  the  estate  consists  of  shares  of  stock  in  ^^ 
the  Dunleith  and  Dubuque  Bridge  Co.,  which  is  a  corporation  of  that 
name,  incorporated  under  the  general  incorporation  laws  of  the  State 
of  Iowa,  and  having  its  principal  place  of  business  in  Dubuque  county. 
The  corporation  owns  a  bridge  across  the  Mississippi  Eiver,  from  the  I 

city  of  Dubuque,  Iowa,  to  the  eastern  shore  of  the  river  in  the  State 
of  Illinois,  and  said  bridge  is  all  the  tangible  property  owned  by  the  -^ 

corporation.     The  bridge  was  assessed  for  taxation  at  Dubuque,  and      »    . 
the  taxes  were  paid.     The  shares  of  stock  in  the  bridge  company  held   J^' 
and  owned  by  the  estate  of  Grimes  were  also  assessed  for  taxation 
for  the  same  year  at  the  city  of  Burlington.     The  plaintiffs  claimed        '^" 
that  the  stock  was  not  liable  to  taxation,  and  appealed  from  the  board 
of  equalization  of  the  city  of  Burlington  to  the  Circuit  Court.     Upon 
a  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court  it  was  held  that  the  assessment  of  the 
stock  was  authorized  by  law,  and  plaintiffs  appeal. 

Hedge  and  Blythe,  Shiras,  Van  Dusee  and  Henderson,  for  appellants. 

C.  L.  Poor,  for  appellee. 

RoTHROCK,  J.  —  The  assessment  of  the  bridge  as  the  property  of 
the  corporation  was  authorized  by  law.  Appeal  of  The  Des  Moines 
Water  Company,  48  Iowa,  324.  Whether  the  shares  of  stock  can  be 
legally  assessed  and  taxed  as  the  property  of  the  stockholders  for  the 
same  year  for  which  the  property  of  the  corporation  is  assessed  and 
taxed  was  not  determined  in  that  case.  It  was  said,  however,  that 
"the  statute  provides  that  the  stock  of  such  corporations  shall  be 
assessed  at  its  cash  value.  When  assessed  and  taxed  under  the  statute, 
stock  must  be  taxed  as  the  property  of  the  respective  owners,  and  there 
is  no  provision  making  the  corporation  liable  therefor." 

We  have  then  the  question  in  this  case  whether  the  shares  of  stock 
may  be  taxed  in  addition  to  the  taxation  of  the  property  of  the  cor- 
poration. 

And  we  may  say,  once  for  all,  at  the  outset,  that  our  views,  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  case  just  cited,  that  the  statute  provides  that  the 
stock  shall  be  assessed  and  taxed,  remains  unchanged.  This  conclu- 
sion is  not  founded  upon  any  doubtful  construction  of  the  statute,  but 
upon  its  plain,  certain  and  unequivocal  language  and  meaning.  The 
statute  imposing  this  burden  upon  the  stock  is  found  in  section  813 
of  the  Code,  and  is  as  follows :  "  Depreciated  bank  notes  and  the 
stock  of  corporations  and  companies  shall  be  assessed  at  their  cash 
value,*  *  *  *." 
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It  is  idle  to  contend  in  the  face  of  this  plain  and  explicit  language 
that  the  legislature  has  not  required  that  stock  in  corporations  shall 
be  assessed,  and  the  only  question  now  for  determination  is,  does  the 
legislature  have  the  power  to  determine  that  the  property  of  a  cor- 
poration and  the  stock  shall  both  be  taxed. 

Counsel  for  appellants  contend  that  no  such  power  exists,  because 
it  is  duplicate  or  double  taxation  of  the  same  property,  and  it  is  in- 
sisted that  "  this  court  has  over  and  over  again  declared  that  double 
taxation  is  forbidden  by  our  Constitution."  If  this  statement  were 
correct,  and  we  should  concede  that  the  question  here  presented  were 
one  of  duplicate  taxation,  the  case  could  easily  and  speedily  be  disposed 
of  by  a  prompt  reversal.  But,  while  it  is  true  that  this  court  in  Tollman 
V.  Butler  County,  12  Iowa,  534,  said  that  it  "  is  neither  the  policy  nor 
the  justice  of  the  law  to  tolerate  double  taxation,"  and  in  TJ.  S.  Ex- 
press Co.  V.  Mlyson,  28  Id.,  378,  that  "  double  taxation  would  be  so 
unjust  as  to  excite  disfavor  of  both  courts  and  legislature,"  and  in 
McGregor's  Executors  v.  Vanpel,  24  Id.,  436,  that  mortgages  upon  real 
estate  should  be  held  to  be  taxable  "  unless  this  will  lead  to  double 
taxation,"  yet  it  never  has  been  held  in  this  State,  that  what  is  de- 
nominated duplicate  taxation  is  in  excess  of  the  legislative  power. 
The  most  that  can  be  said  of  these  utterances  of  this  court  is,  that  it 
should  be  held  in  disfavor  by  courts  and  legislatures. 

In  Cooley  on  Taxation,  165,  it  is  said  :  "  It  has  properly  and  justly 
been  held  that  a  construction  of  the  laws  was  not  to  be  adopted  that 
would  subject  the  same  property  to  be  twice  charged  for  the  same  tax, 
unless  it  was  required  by  the  express  words  of  the  statute  or  by  neces- 
sary implication." 

Upon  the  question  as  to  whether  the  imposition  of  taxes  upon  the 
property  of  a  corporation  and  upon  the  shares  of  stock  in  the  hands 
of  stockholders,  the  general  observations  upon  the  subject  of  duplicate 
taxation  found  in  Cooley  on  Taxation,  page  159,  seem  to  us  to  be  ap- 
propriate to  be  here  quoted.  It  is  there  said :  "  A  system  of  indirect 
taxes,  combined  with  a  system  of  general  taxation  by  value,  must 
often  have  the  effect  to  duplicate  the  burden  upon  some  species  of 
property  or  upon  some  persons,  and  the  taxation  of  stockholders  of  a 
corporation  and  also  of  the  corporation  itself,  must  sometimes  produce 
a  like  result.  There  is  also,  sometimes,  what  seems  to  be  double  tax- 
ation of  the  same  property  to  two  individuals,  as  where  the  purchaser 
of  property  on  credit  is  taxed  on  its  full  value  while  the  seller  is  taxed 
to  the  same  amount  on  the  debt  *  *  *  *.  Now,  whether  there  is  in- 
justice in  the  taxation,  in  every  instance  in  which  it  can  be  shown 
that  one  individual,  who  has  been  directly  taxed  his  due  proportion, 
is  also  compelled  indirectly  to  contribute,  is  a  question  we  have  no 
occasion  to  discuss.  It  is  sufiBcient  for  our  purposes  to  show  that  the 
decisions  are  nearly,  if  not  quite,  unanimous  in  holding  that  taxation 
is  not  invalid  because  of  any  such  unequal'results." 

It  must  be  conceded  that  the  taxation  of  the  property  of  the  cor- 
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por^tion  and  also  of  the  stock  bears  no  resemblance  to  taxing  the 
same  tract  of  land  twice  to  the  same  person,  nor  once  to  A,  and  again 
to  B.  That  wonld  be  a  double  taxation,  which  we  suppose  would  not 
be  allowable  in  any  State  in  the  Union.  It  would  be  a  direct  discrimi- 
nation and  inequality  in  the  exercise  of  the  taxing  power,  which  would 
impose  a  greater  burden  upon  one  citizen  than  upon  another  upon  the 
same  kind  of  property.  But  the  case  at  bar  is  quite  different.  The 
corporation  is  a  person  distinct  from  the  stockholder.  It  is  true,  it  is 
what  is  denominated  an  artificial  person,  and  may  be  said  to  be  ideal 
and  intangible.  But  that  it  is  a  person  in  law  is  the  first  principle 
learned  by  the  student  in  opening  any  book  on  corporations.  Its 
stockholders  are  distinct  and  different  persons.  They  are  usually  not 
liable  for  its  debts,  and  have  no  right  to  the  enjoyment  or  possession 
of  its  property  during  the  period  of  its  duration  or  until  it  be  dissolved 
by  some  procedure  known  to  the  law.  The  stockholder  is  entitled  to 
dividends  upon  his  stock,  if  there  be  any  dividends,  and  the  value  of 
his  stock  depends  upon  prospective  dividends,  and  the  dividends  de- 
pend upon  the  net  earnings  of  the  corporation.  If  the  bridge  in  this 
case  be  taxed,  the  tax  must  be  paid  from  the  income,  and  this  reduces 
the  value  of  the  stock,  so  that  there  is  no  duplicate  taxation,  so  far  at 
least  as  the  tax  upon  the  bridge  reduces  the  value  of  the  stock. 

In  McGregor's  Exec'rs  v.  Vanpel,  supra,  this  court  held  that  a 
mortgage  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money  of  the 
premises  mortgaged  is  not  exempt  from  taxation.  In  that  case  it  is 
said  that  "  a  system  of  assessments  operating  with  entire  equality  and 
with  absolute  justice  is  a  desideratum  in  government  yet  unattained, 
and  perhaps  unattainable."  And  in  Finley  v.  Philadelphia,  32  Pa. 
St.,  381,  it  is  said  :  "  There  is  nothing  poetical  about  tax  laws,  when- 
ever they  find  property  they  claim  contribution  for  its  protection 
without  any  special  respect  to  the  owner  or  his  occupation." 

The  best  devised  system  of  taxation  based  upon  the  values  of  pro- 
perty must,  of  necessity,  produce  unequal  results,  so  long  as  the  at- 
tempt is  made  to  tax  all  property  including  real  estate,  personal 
chattels,  and  moneys  and  credits.  One  person  will  be  taxed  upon  the 
real  estate  bought  upon  credit,  and  another  upon  the  obligation  which 
he  holds  for  the  purchase-money.  And  this  must  necessarily  be  so  or 
there  would  be  but  little  taxation  upon  credits,  because,  for  the  most 
part,  they  are  either  the  representative  of  money  or  property  of  some 
kind  held  by  another.  If  as  is  said  in  Cooley  on  Taxation,  p.  100, 
"all  the  property  in  a  town  is  sold  on  credit  and  the  property  is  taxed 
to  the  purchasers,  and  the  debts  to  sellers,  it  is  manifest  that  the  town 
taxes  twice  as  much  wealth  as  lies  within  its  borders."  And  yet 
under  the  system  of  taxation  adopted  by  the  State  of  Iowa,  it  cannot 
be  claimed  that  the  assessor  must  inquire  of  the  owner  of  promissory 
notes,  or  mortgages,  whether  they  are  credits  for  taxable  property 
which  has  been  sold  by  the  holder  of  these  credits. 
In  the  case  at  bar  the  stockholders  paid  to  the  corporation  a  certain 
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sum  of  money.  The  corporation  used  this  money  in  the  construction 
of  a  toll-bridge  from  which  the  corporation  derived  an  income.  The 
agreement  between  the  contracting  parties  is  that  the  corporation  is  to 
manage  and  control  the  bridge,  make  the  necessary  repairs,  and  pay 
the  taxes  assessed  against  the  bridge,  and  after  deducting  these  legiti- 
mate and  necessary  expenses  pay  to  the  stockholder  his  proportionate 
share  of  the  net  earnings,  and  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  corporation 
the  stockholder  is  to  be  repaid  his  money  advanced  from  the  property 
belonging  to  the  dead  corporation.  Now,  suppose  this  very  contract 
were  made  with  a  natural  person  instead  of  a  corporation,  and  the 
stockholder  or  creditor  should  make  a  claim  that  the  obligation  held 
by  him  was  not  taxable.  There  would  be  no  more  grounds  for  such 
claim  under  our  system  of  taxation  than  there  would  be  for  the  claim 
that  if  A  loans  B  f  100,  which  is  invested  in  merchandise,  the  debt  is 
not  taxable  because  the  merchandise  is  taxable. 

These  illustrations,  it  appears  to  us,  demonstrate  that  if  we  were  to 
determine  that  the  legislature  has  no  constitutional  power  to  impose 
this  tax  upon  the  stockholder,  it  would  open  a  door  into  a  sea  of 
trouble  in  the  administration  of  the  revenue  laws  of  the  State. 

In  disposing  of  this  important  question  we  have  not  reviewed  the 
authorities  cited  by  the  respective  counsel  of  the  parties.  It  is  suf- 
ficient to  say  that  these  views  are  supported  by  the  very  great  majority 
of  adjudged  cases  upon  this  subject.  We  think  the  Circuit  Court  cor- 
rectly determined  that  the  shares  of  stock  are  taxable.  And  if  the 
public  interests  of  this  State  require  that  either  the  property  of  a  cor- 
poration of  this  character,  or  the  stock  therein  be  exempt  from  taxa^ 
tion,  that  relief  must  come  from  the  law-making  power.  It  will  be 
understood  that  the  decision  in  this  case  will  have  no  application  to 
capital  stock  in  manufacturing  companies.  By  chapter  67  of  the  laws 
of  1880  such  stock  is  exempt  from  assessment  and  taxation. 
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JOHN  FOSTER  &  SON  LIMITED  v.  COMMISSIONERS  OP 

INLAND  REVENUE. 

1893.    L.  R.  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  516.1 

Case  stated  by  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue. 

The  Stamp  Act  imposes  an  ad  valorem  duty  "  upon  conveyance  or 
transfer  on  sale  of  any  property."  The  consideration,  as  appears  from 
another  clause  of  the  Act,  need  not  always  be  money,  but  vany  be  stock 
or  marketable  securities.-  The  Act  provides  that  the  term  "conveyance 
on  sale "  includes  every  instrument  "Jjrhereby  any  property  upon  the 
sale  thereof  is  legally  or  equitablY^transferred  to  or  jyested  in  the 
purchaser  or  any  other  person  on  his  behalf  or  by  Sis  directionuV 

Eight  persons,  who  had  for  many  years  carried  on  business  in  part- 
nership as  John  Foster  &  Son,  being  desirous  that  the  firm  should  be 
reconstructed  as  a  Limited  Company  (registered  with  limited  liability 
under  the  Companies  Acts),  agreed  to  terminate  their  partnership,  and 
to  transfer  all  the  firm  property  to  a  Limited  Company,  styled  John 
Foster  &  Son  Limited,  to  be  formed  of  all  the  partners  exclusively 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  over  the  same  subject  to  all  the  liabilities  ; 
the  whole  of  the  ordinary  shares,  preference  shares,  and  debenture  stock 
of  the  company  to  be  allotted  among  the  partners  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  shares  in  the  partnership  estate.  In  accordance  with  this 
agreement,  by  deed  of  indenture  between  the  eight  persons  who  com- 
posed the  partnership  and  the  Limited  Company,  registered  under  the 
Companies  Acts  under  the  name  of  John  Foster  &  Son  Limited,  all  the 
partnership  property  was  conveyed  to  the  Limited  Company. 

The  Commissioners  assessed  an  ad  valorem  duty  upon  the  deed,  as 
coming  under  the  head  of  a  "  conveyance  or  transfer  on  sale." 

In  the  Queen's  Bench  Division,  Cave,  J.  held  that  the  assessment 
was  erroneous,  and  Wright,  J.  took  the  opposite  view.  Wright,  J. , 
withdrew  his  judgment,  and  the  appeal  from  the  Commissioners  was 
allowed. 

From  this  decision  of  the  Divisional  Court,  the  defendants  appealed 
to  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

Sir  Charles  Bussell,  A.  G.,  and  Danckwerts  {Sir  John  Bigby, 
S.  G.,  with  them),  for  appellants. 

Finlay,  Q.  C,  and  A.  R.  Eirhy,  for  respondents.  [Argument  as 
condensed  in  G9  L.  T.  n.  s.  p.  817.] 

In  order  to  constitute  a  sale  there  must  be  two  different  parties  capa- 
ble of  making  an  agreement,  and  there  must  be  two  different  things, 
the  property  sold  and  the  price  given  for  it.  In  the  present  case  there 
has  merely  been  a  re-arrangement  of  ownership.  The  parties  remained 
the  same,  and  nothing  was  parted  with,  and  nothing  was  given.    11: 

1  Statement  abridged.  Opinions  in  Queen's  Beneh  Division,  and  part  of  argumenta 
omitted. — Eu. 
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was  like  a  conveyance  of  property  to  trustees  npon  trust  to  carry  on 
the  business,  and  divide  the  proceeds  arising  from  it  amongst  the 
conveying  persons. 

LiNDLEr,  L.  J.  I  confess  that,  with  great  deference  to  Cave,  J., 
I  cannot  see  the  diflBculty  in  this  ease. 

The  material  sections  of  the  Act  of  1870  must  first  be  considered. 
[The  Lord  Justice  then  read  ss.  70  and  71  of  the  Stamp  Act,  1870,  and 
continued]  :  The  importance  of  s.  71,  to  my  mind,  is  this:  it  shews 
that  there  may  be  a  convej-ance  on  sale,  although  ^'"^,"flnfl'(lfii/;,^,^'^""  for 
it  is  not  cash  or  money,  but  may  include  or  consist  of  stock  or  market- 
able securities.  The  definition  of  "  stock  "  and  "  marketable  securities  " 
will  be  found  in  s.  2.  Then  s.  78  imposes  a  stamp  duty  on  conveyances 
not  otherwise  charged,  and  the  schedule  shews  what  the  stamps  are 
that  are  imposed  upon  conveyances  that  are  charged.  First  we  have 
"  conveyance  or  transfer  whether  on  sale  or  otherwise,"  of  certain 
stocks  and  dividends.  The  present  case  does  not  come  within  that 
head.  Then  we  have  "  conveyance  or  transfer  on  sale,  of  any  prop- 
erty "  .  .  .  "where  the  amount  or  value  of  the  consideration  for  tlie 
sale  does  not  exceed  £5."  That  fits  in  with  ss.  70  and  71.  Then  we 
come  to  "  Conveyance  or  transfer  b3'  way  of  security  of  any  property 
or  of  any  securitj';"  and  then  we  have  "  Conveyance  or  transfer  of 
any  kind  not  hereinbefore  described."  We  must  accordingly  consider 
under  which  of  these  heads  the  particular  deed  in  this  case  comes.  It 
certainly  does  not  come  under  the  first,  nor  under  "  conveyance  or 
transfer  by  way  of  security  of  any  property,"  and  the  alternative  is 
between  "  conveyance  or  transfer  on  sale  "  and  "  conveyance  or  transfer 
of  any  kind  not  hereinbefore  described." 

Now,  the  document  in  this  case  is  an  indenture  made  between  eight 
gentlemen  of  the  first  eight  parts,  and  "  John  Foster  &  Sons  Limited 
(hereinafter  called  '  the  company '),  of  the  9th  part."  Pausing  there  for 
a  moment :  although  the  persons  of  the  first  eight  parts  may  be,  and 
were  members,  and  the  only  members,  of  John  Foster  &  Co.  Limited, 
John  Foster  &  Co.  Limited  is  not  those  eight  individuals  ;  John  Fostei 
&  Go.  Limited,  is  a  corporation.  We  have  accordingly  two  parties, 
one  party  consisting  of  several  individuals,  and  the  other  party  consist, 
ing  of  a  corporation.  Whether  they  are  or  are  not  the  members,  or  the 
only  members  of  the  corporation,  is  wholly  immaterial.  The  corpora- 
tion is  a  totally  different  person  from  them  in  any  capacity  you  choose 
to  assign  to  them  except  a  corporate  one.  [The  Lord  Justice  then 
stated  the  recitals  in  and  the  operative  part  of  the  conveyances,  and 
continued]  :  — 

Then  the  parties  of  the  first  eight  parts  put  their  seals  to  the  instra- 
ment,  and  the  company  puts  its  seal  to  it.  Now,  what  is  that  instrument? 
It  is  certainly  a  conveyance  of  property  ;  that  is  obvious.  In  order  fco 
amount  to  a  conveyance  of  property  there  must  be  a  person  conveying 
and  a  person  taking,  and  you  have  them  both  here.  The  persons  con- 
veying are  the  persons  named  in  the  first  eight  parts,  and  the  persona 
taking  are  the  corporation  named  in  the  ninth  part. 
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Now,  what  is  the  consideration  ?  The  consideration  for  the  transfer 
of  this  property  is,  I  agree,  not  money,  but  it  is  stocks  and  securities, 
which  for  this  purpose  are  to  be  regarded  as  equivalent  to  money  by 
reason  of  s.  71  of  the  Act  to  wliieh  I  have  already  alluded.  Then  what 
have  we  got?  To  sum  it  up  shortly,  it  is  a  conveyance  of  property 
from  one  person  to  anotner,  for  money,  or  what  is,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  equivalent  to  money.  What  is  that  except  a 
conveyance  on  sale?  What  else  can  you  call  it?  It  is  certainly  not  a 
gift ;  it  is  not  an  exchange;  it  is  not  a  partition  ;  it  is  not  a  mortgage. 
I  do  not  know  what  it  is  unless  it  is  a  conveyance  on  sale.  I  do  not 
know  what  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  sale,  except  a  transfer  of  prop- 
erty from  one  person  to  another  for  money,  or  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Stamp  Act,  for  stock  or  marketable  securities. 

But  then  it  is  argued  that  it  is  only  a  redistribution  of  property.  1 
do  not  consider  it  a  redistribution  at  all.  It  is  an  entire  transfer  of 
property  from  one  set  of  people  to  another  person  altogether,  and 
whether  there  are,  as  there  may  well  be  hereafter,  additional  persons 
taking  shares  in  this  company,  is  perfectly  immaterial. 

Again  it  is  argued  on  behalf  of  the  appellants  that  this  instrument  is 
in  substance  nothing  more  than,  a  conveyance  to  a  trustee  to  carry  on 
the  business  in  trust  for  the  grantor.  Just  try  thaCT" Supposing  there  is 
a  conveyance  by  half-a-dozen  people,  transferring  their  property  to  a 
trustee  on  trust  to  carry  on  the  business  for  them,  can  you  in  any  sense 
of  the  word,  legal  or  business-like,  or  otherwise,  call  that  trustee  a 
buyer?  There  is  no  bujing,  there  is  no  sale  to  him  at  all,  nor  is  there 
any  money,  or  stock,  or  securities,  or  anything  else  parted  with  by  him. 
Then  it  was  urged  that  these  shares  can  derive  no  value  unless  the 
company  gets  tliis  property  transferred  to  themT  That  "is  possible 
enough.  That  is  to  say,  in  other  words,  that  the  shares  in  the  com- 
pany would  be  valueless  unless  the  company  had  assets.  Of  course 
they  would  be,  but  that  does  not  affect  the  question  whether  there  is  a 
sale  or  a  conveyance  or  not.  I  think  myself  that  Cave,  J.,  has  attached 
too  little  importance  to  the  fact  that  you  have  here  a  distinct  seller, 
and  a  distinct  buyer,  and  that  in  point  of  law  it  is  immaterial  that  in 
the  present  case  the  buyer  is  a  corporation  which  consists  of  the  eight 
persons  who  formed,  and  who  are,  the  partners.  The  appeal  must  be 
allowed. 

Kat,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  With  deference  to  Cave,  J., 
it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  hold  that  this  transaction  was  anything 
else  than  a  conveyance  on  sale.  As  pointed  out  on  the  face  of  the 
statute,  the  consideration  may  be  money  or  money's  worth.  Money's 
worth  certainlj'  is  sufficiently  expressed  by  a  number  of  shares  and 
debentures  of  an  existing  corporation,  which,  in  effect,  constituted  the 
consideration  for  the  particular  transfer  in  this  case.  Now,  that  there 
was  a  convej'ance  is  beyond  all  question.  The  persons  who  are  named 
as  vendors  in  the  deed  have  divested  themselves  of  their  property  in  the 
•ubject  of  that  conveyance,  and  all  that  property  is  vested  in  an  entirely 
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independent  and  separate  body,  —  namelj',  a  corporation.  Suppose  that 
corporation  Iiad  consisted  of  altogether  different  naiisflBS,  no  one  for  a 
moment  would  doubt  that  this "Va^a"  conveyance  on  sale.  Suppose 
there  had  been  one  person  in  it  different,  there  is  nothing  that  I  have 
heard  in  the  argument  which  induces  me  to  suppose  that  even  in  that 
case  it  could  have  been  doubted  that  this  was  a  conveyance  on  sale. 
But  the  argument,  as  I  understand  it,  is  this,  —  that  the  individual  cor- 
porators who  composed  that  corporation  were,  in  fact,  the  very  identical 
persons  who  were  conveying  this  property  to  the  corporation,  and  the 
corporation  had  no  other  property  except  this  which  it  took  under  its 
conveyance  ;  and  that,  as  the  only  value  of  the  shares  and  debentures 
was  derived  from  this  very  property  which  tne  inaividual  i56i-porators 
were  conveying  to  the  corporation,  the  convej'ing  partners  either  got 
no  consideration  for  that  which  they  conveyed  other  than  part  of  the 
property  actually'  conveyed,  or  they  got  no  consideration  at  all.  Now, 
I  do  not  follow  that  argument  in  the  least.  I  think  it  is  a  fallacy  from 
beginning  to  end.  In  the  first  place,  a  corporation  is  a  different  thing 
from  the  individuals  who  compose  it ;  and,  secondlj',  thesharesand 
debentures  of  a  corporation  are  not  the  same  thing  as  the  property 
which  tnaT  corporation  owns.  You  may  say,  in  one  sense,  that  the 
property  is  a  security  for  the  value  of  those  shares.  The  value  of  those 
shares  in  the  market,  which  observe  are  immediately  transferable,  may 
depend  upon  the  solvency  of  the  company,  the  amount  of  property  it 
possesses,  and  its  chance  of  carrying  on  a  profitable  business.  To  say 
that  the  shares  and  debentures  are  part  of  that  property  seems  to  me 
to  be  a  complete  confusion  of  terms.  Suppose  the  case,  which  I  put 
during  the  argument,  of  a  sale  of  real  estate,  and  the  whole  of  the 
purchase-money  not  to  be  paid  at  once  in  casih,  but  to  be  secured  on 
mortgage  on  that  real  estate ;  and,  if  you  like,  in  order  to  make  the 
analogy  perfect,  suppose  the  purchaser  had  no  other  property  than  that 
property,  would  the  transaction  be  the  less  a  sale  for  that  reason? 
Still  the  consideration  given  would  be  a  certain  amount  of  cash  which 
w6uld  be  left  on  the  security  of  the  estate  ;  but  I  have  never  j'et  heard 
that  because  the  whole  of  the  purchase-monej'  upon  a  sale  of  real  estate 
•was  left  on  mortgage  of  the  real  estate,  that  for  that  reason  the  trans- 
action ceased  to  be,  or  was  prevented  from  being,  a  sale.  Yet,  really, 
that  is  what  the  argument  in  this  case  comes  to.  I  confess  I  am  not 
able  to  agree  with  it.  Nothing  else  was  suggested  which  should  pre- 
vent this  transaction  from  being  a  sale,  and  it  seems  to  me  clearly  to 
toe,  under  the  words  of  this  statute,  "  a  conveyance  on  sale  "  for  a  con- 
sideration, which,  if  not  money,  at  least  is  money's  worth.  I,  therefore, 
with  all  deference  to  Cave,  J.,  think  that  his  decision  must  be  reversed, 
und  the  appeal  allowed. 

A.  L.  Smith,  L.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  instru- 
.nent  of  November  27,  1891,  is  a  conveyance  or  transfer  on  sale  of  any 
of  the  property  mentioned  under  the  second  head —"  conveyance  oi 
transfer"  —  in  the  schedule  to  the  Stamp  Act  of  1870. 
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Now,  in  order  to  find  out  what  is,  or  is  not,  a  conveyance  or  transfer 
on  sale  of  any  property  in  that  second  head  of  the  schedule,  1  must 
refer  to  ss.  70  and  71  of  the  Act.  And,  reading  both  these  sections 
together,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  term  "  conveyance  on  sale"  includes 
every  instrument  whereby  any  property,  upon  the  sale  thereof,  is  trans- 
ferred to  or  vested  in  the  purchaser  in  consideration  of  any  stock  or 
marketable  security.     That  is  the  definition. 

First  of  all,  then,  is  this  an  instrument  whereby  any  property  is 
transferred  to  or  vested  in  the  purchaser?  I  beg  to  saj',  Yes.  It  is  an 
instrument  upon  the  face  of  which  the  actual  land  of  the  vendors,  and 
the  trade-marks  which  are  their  property',  are  transferred  to  a  limited 
company.  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  disputed,  and  it  does  not  appear 
to  me  to  be  disputed  so  far,  in  the  judgment  of  my  brother  Cave  ;  but 
what  he  says  is  that  this  is  not  an  instrument  whereby  any  property, 
upon  the  sale  thereof,  is  transferred.  The  real  pith  of  his  judgment 
is  tl.at  the  vendors  and  vendees  are  the  same  persons  —  that  the  agree- 
ment as  regards  the  sale  was  carried  out  by  the  members  of  the  old 
firm  before  any  company  limited  came  into  existence,  and  that  inas- 
much as  they  are  the  same  persons  now  as  then,  there  is  no  sale  at 
all ;  and,  therefore,  there  is  no  instrument  whereby  any  property  upon 
the  sale  thereof  is  transferred.  I  must  here  respectfully  differ  with  my 
brother  Cave.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  company  limited  are  not  the 
same  persons  as  the  eight  members  of  the  old  firm  —  they  are  different 
altogether.  It  was  admitted  by  Mr.  Finlay  in  argument,  though  he 
entirely  took  away  the  ground  from  under  my  brother  Cave's  feet  when 
he  said  so,  that  the  company  limited  could  maintain  a  suit  for  specifi.C- 
jerformance  against  the  old  partners.  If  that  is  so,  Sovfcanthey  be 
the  same  persons?  This  really  shews  that  they  are  not  the  same 
persons.     It  is  here  that  I  disagree  with  my  brother  Cave. 

The  respondents  also  contend  that  there  was  no  consideration.  We 
must  read  the  two  sections  together.  Sect.  70  enacts  that :  "  The  term 
'  conveyance  on  sale '  includes  every  instrument  whereby  any  property, 
upon  the  sale  thereof,  is  transferred  to  or  vested  in  the  purchaser." 
Then  s.  71  implies  that  it  may  be  in  consideration  of  any  stock  or 
marketable  security.  The  land  and  the 'trade-marks  are  transferred 
by  this  instrument  from  the  eight  partners  who  were  the  old  firm  to  the 
new  company  limited.  The  land  and  trade-marks  are  transferred  by 
this  instrument  in  consideration  of  what?  In  consideration  of  stock 
or  marketable  securities,  which,  undoubtedly,  are  not  tbe  same  ibmgs 
3.s""thR  1an(1  and  trade-maifks  themselveij,  lllWfgU  Ttiey  may  oe  charges 
■ifnn  Kh  "lamil  and  trade-marlcs  wtncn"  are  conYej-ea.  It  seems  to  me 
that  it  is  untrue  to  say  that  in  this  transaction  tuere  has  been  no  con- 
sideration passing  from  the  vendee  to  the  vendor.  Although  charges 
upon  the  land  and  the  trade-marks,  the  consideration  comes  within  the 
very  terms  of  s.  71  itself,  —  "  any  stock  or  marketable  security." 

For  these  reasons,  I  prefer  the  judgment  of  my  brother  Wright  to 
that  of  my  brother  Cave.  Jjapeal  allowed. 
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GALLAGHER  v.   GERMANIA  BREWING  CO. 

1893.     53  Minnesota,  214.^ 

Freeman  P.  Lane,  and  Wm.  H.  Briggs,  for  appellant. 

Gh-etchen  &  McHugh,  for  respondents. 

Mitchell,  J.  The  plaintiff,  as  assignee  of  one  Westphal,  under  a 
general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  brought  this  action  to 
recover  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  his  assignor  to  the  defendant 
corporation.  Barge  &  Vander  Horck  intervened,  and  set  up  in  their 
complaint  that  they  owned,  and  for  nearly  two  years  had  owned  (each 
one  half) ,  all  the  capital  stock  of  the  defendant,  no  other  person  but 
themselves  having  any  interest  in  the  stock  or  property  of  the  corpora- 
tion ;  that  each  of  them  had  a  valid  and  unsatisfied  judgment  against 
WestphaTupoiTa  cause  of 'aetffin'which  accrued  before  tlie  assignment 
to  plaintiflf;  that  Westphal  was,  and  for  over  two  years  had  been, 
utterly  insolvent ;  and  that  his  estate,  of  which  plaintiff  is  the  assignee, 
was  so  hopelessly  insolvent  that  it  was  insufHcient  to  pay  even  the 
expenses  of  aclSmistennglBea'^ignme'nt.  'i'ne  relief  "sought  was  that 
their^tSlmsligMnsrWestphai  might  be  allowed,  in  equal  amounts,  as 
equitable  set-offs  to  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  cor- 
poration. From  an  order  overruling  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  the 
plaintiff  appeals,  his  contention  being.  First,  that  Barge  &  Vander 
Horck  had  no  such  interest  in  the  litigation  as  to  entitle  them  to  inter- 
vene ;  second,  that  their  claims  cannot  be  set  off  against  a  claim 
against  the  corporation,  because  a  corporation  is  a  legal  entity,  entirely 
distinct  from  its  stockholders.  These  two  propositions  amount  really 
to  the  same  thing,  for,  if  Barge  &  Vander  Horck  cannot  set  off  their 
claims  against  that  of  plaintiff  against  the  corporation,  they  have  no 
such'interest  in  the  subject  of  litigation  as  would  entitle  them  to  inter- 
vene ;  on  the  other  hand,  if  their  claims  are  proper,  equitable  set-offs, 
their  right  to  intervene  for  the  purpose  of  setting  them  up  is  veiy  clear. 
\  The  case  is  certainly  a  novel  one,  for  we  doubt  whether  an  instance 
iy "  can  be  found  in  the  books  w^jiere  stockholders  ever  attempted  to  set  up 
V^  \v  their  several  equities  by  way  of  set-off  to  claims  against  the  corpora- 
tion. Of  course,  the  want  of  a  precedent  is  by  no  means  controlling 
/"^  with  courts,  especially  in  administering  equitable  relief ;  but  it  would 

seem  that,  if  the  relief  here  asked  was  consistent  with  legal  or  equita- 
ble  principles,  some  case  would  be  found  where  it  had  been  granted. 
(Tlje  facts  of  the  present  case  appeal  to  a  natural  sense  of  justice,  for 
while,  by  fiction  of  law,  a  corporation  is  a  distinct  entitj-,  yet  in  reality 
it  is  an  association  of  persoqa^tyho  are  in  fact  the  beneficial  owners  of 
all  the  corporate  prope^^  /  Hence,  if  interveners  cannot  set  off  their 
claims,  the  practical "fesultls  that  Westphal's  estate  will  collect  its 
entire  claim  out  of  what  is  really  their  property,  while  the  estate  is  at 

1  Statement  and  arguments  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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the  same  time  indebted  to  them  on  claims  of  greater  amount,  which 
they  will  wholly  lose  because  of  Westphal's  insolvency ;  but,  as  has 
been  often  said,  hard  cases  are  liable  to  make  bad  lawT^ 

/The  right  of  equitable  set-off  is,  of  course,  not  derived  from,  or 
dependent  upon,  statute,  but  rests  upon  a  distinctly  equitable  doctrine, 
which  courts  of  equity  have  applied  on  certain  well-recognized  equitable     -/i^'j 
grounds,  the  object  being  to  effect  a /^lear  equity  and  prevent  irremedi-  ^^M^ Hftf- 
able  injustice ;  and  it  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule  mat,  whenever  (uSfi 

necessary  to  accomplish  that  end,  the  courts  will  permit  an  equitable 
set-off,  although  the  debts  accrued  in  different  rights  ;  as,  for  example,       jci  .^i.u,U' 
by  allowing  a  separate  debt  to  be  set  off  against  a  joint  debt,  or,    -;' 
converselj',  a  joint  debt  against  a  separate  debt.     They  will  also  dis-  ,';  ;,  ■I'V!!! 

regard  the  nominal  parties  to  tlie  record,  and  consider  the  real  parties ''I'f 
in  interest ;   as,  for  example,  when  the  assignor  of  a  chose  in  action 
sues  for  the  benefit  of.  the  assignee,  or  a  trustee  for  the   benefit  of 
the  cestui  que  trust.    pSTTce,  had  the   plaintiff's  claim  been  a  joint 
one   against  the   interveners,    there   would    have   been   no   doubt  of  " " ' 

their    right   to   set  off  their   separate   claims    against    it,   for  insol-   ^f''  ' 

vency  is  well  recognized  as  a  distinct  equitable  ground  for  allowing 
"silfch  a  set-ofl^^But  such  a  case  is  not  analogous  to  the  present.  To 
allow  the 'set-off  here,  it  is  necessary  to  wholly  ignore  the  legal  doc- 
trine, or  fiction,  whichever  you  maj'  call  it,  that  a  corporation  is  an 
entity  separate  and  distinct  from  the  bod}'  of  its  stockholders,  and  to 
treat  it  as  a  mere  association  of  individuals  who  are  the  real  parties  in 
interest.  trn*clealing  with  the  rights  of  creditors,  and  the  obligations 
existing  BStween  a  corporation  and  its  shareholders  by  reason  of  their 
contract  of  membership,  undoubtedly  the  courts  often  find  it  necessary 
to  consider  the  real  parties  in  interest  as  the  individual  shareholders ; 
but  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  rule  that,  except  in  such  casesjTThas  been 
found  absolutely  essential,  for  the  administration  -o^-jusiLpe,  to  treat  a  « 

corporation  as  a  collective  entity,  without  regard  to  its  individual  share-  J^yfl, 
holde^  In  no  other  way  can  the  title  to^orporate  property  be  kept  jA'  ' 
free  from  complication  and  uncertainty,  i^he  transferable  nature  of         .^,  ^^^^'' 
stock  in  a  corporation  is  also  a  good  reafen  why  the  theory  of  a  cor-  |/'.^»* 
porate  entity  should  be  preserved,  aud  why  it  is  necessary  to  discrim- 
inate sharply  between  corporate  rights  and  obligations  and  those  of  _yi/- 
shareholders  personall|fi  If  the  rights  or  liabilities  of  a  corporation 
could  be  aflected  by  the  acts  of  the  stockholders,  except  when  acting 
in  the  corporate  name,  or  if  shareholders  could  set  up  their  several 
equities  against  persons  having  claims  against  the  corporation,  or,  con- 
versely-, if  claims  in  favor  of  the  corporation  could  be  set  off  against 
claims  against  individual  stockholders,  it  can  easily  be  seen  into  what        j     -   ,,,,, 
confusion  and  chaos  corporate  affairs  would  inevitably  fall,  ^nasmuch        (. 
as  the  two  interveners  own  all  the  stock  of  this  corporationTlhe  facts     "^^v'-ff  r ?r 
of  this  case  seem  comparatively  freevfrom  embarrassments,  and  the 
contention  of  respondent  quite  plausi^^  But,  suppose  there  were 
fifty  other  stockholders  (which  would  not  alter  the  principle),  what 
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would  be  the  result?  Could  interveners  then  interpose  their  claims  as 
set-offs,  and,  if  so,  could  they  do  so  to  the  full  amount  of  their  claims, 
or  only  in  the  proportion  which  their  shares  bore  to  the  whole  capital 
stock?  And,  if  the  former,  would  they  have  a  claim  for  the  excess 
against  the  corporation,  or  a  right  to  call  on  the  other  stockholders  for 
contribution  ? 

Again,  the  right  of  set-off,  if  any  exists,  must  be  mutual.  Hence,  if 
stockholders  can  interpose  their  individual  demands  as  set-offs  to  a 
demand  against  the  corporation,  it  follows  that  a  defendant  can  set  up 
demands  against  the  individual  stockholders  as  set-offs  to  demands  in 
favor  of  the  corporation.  Illustrations  might  be  multiplied  indefinitely 
to  show  that  to  recognize  any  such  right  would  result  in  the  worst  sort 
of  complications,  and  that  the  only  safe  or  sound  rule  is  to  adhere 
strictly,  in  such  cases,  to  the  doctrine  of  a  corporate  entity  distinct 
from  the  individual  stockholders.  What  means,  if  any,  the  interveners 
might  have  had,  or  may  hereafter  have,  of  protecting  themselves,  it  is 
not  now  our  business  to  inquire,  but  we  are  clear  that  their  claims 
against  plaintiff's  assignor  are  not  the  subjects  of  equitable  set-off  to  a 
claim  against  the  defendant  corporation.  Order  reversed. 
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MOORE  &  HANDLEY  HARDWARE  CO.  v.   TOWERS 
HARDWARE  CO. 

1888.     87  Alabama,  206.1 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Jefferson. 

Bill  filed  Dec.  3,  1888,  by  Towers  Hardware  Co.,  a  private  corpora- 
tion, against  Moore  &  Handley  Hardware  Co. ,  another  private  corpo- 
ration, seeking  to  enjoin  defendant  company  from  selling  ' '  plow-stocks 
and  plow-blades"  in  violation  of  a  contract  made  between  plaintiff 
company  and  a  partnership  doing  business  under  the  name  of  Moore, 
Moore  &  Handley,  which  was  composed  of  James  D.  Moore,  Benj.  F. 
Moore,  and  William  A.  Handley,  who,  as  the  bill  alleged,  afterwards 
formed  the  defendant  corporation.  The  allegations  of  the  bill  were,  in 
substance,  as  follows  :  Said  partnership,  May  27, 1887,  sold  out  to  plain- 
tiff their  entire  stock  of  plow-stocks  and  plow-blades  ;  signing  an  agree- 
ment —  "we  agree  not  to  handle  any  more  plow-stocks  or  pJow-blades, 
except  railroad  plows."  On  March  12,  1888,  the  defendant  company 
■was  incorporated  under  the  general  statutes.  The  said  partners  each 
subscribed  one-fourth  of  the  capital  stock,  and  one  Wimberly  one- 
fpurth.  If  Wimberly  ever  had  any  interest  in  the  corporation,  he 
had  not  had  it  since  Aug.  8,   1888.     Said  Moores  and  Handley  are 

1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments,  and  part  of  opinion,  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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now  the  sole  owners.  The  defendant  corporation  was  organized  for  the 
purpose  of  carrj'ing  on  the  same  business  which  the  partnership  hart 
carried  on.  Its  capital  stock  was  paid  for  wholly  in  the  assets  of  said 
partnership.  It  succeeded  to  all  the  property  rights  and  assets  of  said 
partnership,  as  well  as  all  the  liabilities  thereof.  Said  defendant  cor- 
poration is  none  other  than  said  J.  D.  Moore,  B.  F.  Moore,  and  Wm. 
A.  Handley,  who  constituted  said  partnership,  and  now  constitute  said 
corporation.  ' '  Your  orator  cannot  say  whether  or  not  said  Moores 
and  Handley  organized  said  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the 
force  and  eflfect  of  their  said  agreement  with  j'onr  orator,  but  does  say 
and  charge  that  the  effect  of  their  doing  so  would  be  to  perpetrate  a 
fraud  on  your  orator,  if  they  should  be  allowed  to  handle  plow-blades  and 
plow-stocks  ;  that  the  defendant's  business,  as  now  conducted,  is  iden- 
tically the  same  as  that  conducted  by  said  Moores  and  Handley,  is  con- 
ducted by  the  same  persons,  and  in  substantially  the  same  manner  as 
before,  and  that  the  only  change  in  fact  has  been  in  the  name  of  the 
concern. 

The  defendant  corporation  answered  the  bill;  denying  that  it  as- 
sumed, or  became  liable  for,  the  obligations  of  said  partnership,  or  of 
its  individual  partners,  or  that  it  acquired  any  interest  in  the  outstand- 
ing notes  and  accounts  due  to  said  partnership,  or  the  real  estate  owned 
by  the  partners,  which  was  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  all  thoir  out- 
standing debts  and  liabilities  ;  alleging  that  Wimberly  owned  a  one- 
fourth  interest  in  the  corporation  at  its  organization,  and  for  some 
time  acted  as  its  treasurer,  but  admitting  that  the  Moores  and  Handley 
had  since  bought  out  his  interest ;  and  demurring  to  the  Dill  for  want 
of  equity. 

After  answer  filed,  defendant  moved  to  dissolve  the  temporary  in- 
junction and  to  dismiss  the  bill ;  and  this  appeal  is  taken  from  the 
decree  of  the  Chancellor  refusing  these  motions. 

Smith  &  Lowe,  for  appellant. 

Gdbaniss  &  Weakley,  contra, 

McClellan,  J.  The  equity  of  the  bill,  so  far  as  the  injunction  is 
concerned,  and  the  sufficiency  of  those  of  its  allegatiops  which  are  not 
denied  by  the  answer  to  sustain  the  injunction  depend,  primarily,  on 
two  questions.  First,  whether  the  contract  relied  on  is  void,  as  being 
in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade  ;  and,  second,  whether  a  negative  un- 
dertaking entered  into  by  persons  who  subsequently  organize,  and  for 
the  time  constitute  a  corporation  for  the  prosecution  of  the  business 
with  respect  to  which  the  contract  was  made,  can  be  enforced  by  injunc- 
tion against  the  corporation. 

1.  [The  learned  Judge  held  that  the  contract  was  not  void,  as  being 
in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade.] 

2.  The  general  doctrine  is  well  established,  and  obtains  both  at  law 
and  in  equity,  that  a  corporation  is  a  distinct  entity,  to  be  considered 
separate  and  apart  from  the  individuals  who  compose  it,  and  is  not  to 
be  affected  by  the  personal  rights  and  obligations  and  transactions  of  its 
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stockholders,  and  this  whether  said  rights  accrued  or  obligations  were 
incurred  before  or  subsequent  to  incorporation.  1  Mor.  Priv.  Corp. 
§§  227-234,  547-549  ;  Morrison  v.  Mining  Co.,  52  Cal.  309  ;  Hawkins 
V.  Mining  Co.,  Id.  515  ;  Gent  v.  Insurance  Co.,  107  111.  658  ;  Bailrcad 
Co.  V.  Helensburgh,  2  Macq.  391  ;  Match  Co.  v.  Ha/pgood,  141  Mass, 
145,  7  N.  E.  Rep.  22.  There  is  a  class  of  contracts,  however,  which  are 
entered  into  between  the  promoters  or  projectors  of  a  contemplated  cor- 
poration and  third  persons  on  the  faith  of  the  corporation,  intended  to 
inure  to  its  benefit,  and  which  in  point  of  fact  do  inure  to  its  benefit, 
on  which  the  corporation  will  be  charged,  even  in  the  absence  of  an 
express  promise  to  perform,  or  ratification  on  the  part  of  the  company 
after  it  is  in  esse,  on  "  the  familiar  principle  that  one  who  adapts  the 
benefit  of  a  contract  which  another  volunteers  to  perform  in  his  name 
and  on  his  behalf  is  bound  to  take  the  burden  with  the  benefit." 
1  Redf  R.  R.  (5th  ed.)  18  ;  Edwards  v.  Bailrcad  Co.,  1  Mylne  &  C.  650 ; 
Stanley  v.  Railway  Co.,  9  Sim.  264;  Little  Rock  <&  F.  S.  B.  Co.  v. 
Perry,  37  Ark.  164  :  Perry  v.  Little  Rock  cfc  F.  S.  IL  Co.,  44  Ark. 
383 ;  Bommer  v.  Manufacturing  Co.,  81  N.  Y.  468.  /And  in  those 
cases  where  associates  combine  together  to  create  a  paper  corporation 
to  cover  a  partnership  or  joint  venture,  and  where  the  stockholders  are 
partners  in  intention,  and  have  resorted  to  the  fiction  of  separate  cor- 
porate entity  to  fi-ee  themselves  frora  individual  obligations  which  had 
attached  to  them,  with  respect  to  the  business  they  propose  to  carry  on, 
prior  to  the  organization  of  the  company,  courts  of  equity,  when  the 
ends  of  justice  require  it,  will  disregard  and  look  bej'ond  the  fiction  of 
corporate  entity,  and  hold  the  corporation  to  a  discharge  of  the  liabili- 
ties resting  on  its  members  ;  and  this  may  be  done  although  some  of  the 
shareholders  had  not  originally  incurred  the  obligation  sought  to  be 
enforced,  provided  thej'  had  notice  of  it  before  entering  the  corpora- 
tion and  participated  in  the  effort  to  avoid  it.  Wheel  Co.  v.  Wagon 
Co.,  20  Fed.  Rep.  700  ;  JBeal  v.  Chase,  31  Mich.  490,  495,  532. 

The  contract  of  Moore,  Moore  &  Handley,  sought  to  be  enforced 
against  the  Moore  &  Handlej'  Hardware  Company,  was  not  an  under- 
taking between  promptei's  of  the  companj'  and  third  parties,  nor  made 
on  the  faith  of  the  corporation,  nor  intended  to  inure  to  its  benefit,  nor 
did  it  inure,  in  point  of  fact,  to  the  benefit  of  the  corporation.  It  is 
not  of  that  class  of  contracts  which  courts  enforce  against  corporations 
on  tlie  grounds  that  they  were  made  in  the  corporate  name  by  antici- 
pation, and  that  the  corporation  received  and  accepted  the  benefits  result- 
ing from  them.  There  is  no  allegation  ^f^^J^  made  against  the  cor- 
poration or  its  shareholders,  an3"ffielm^ication  of  the  fraudulent  effect 
of  the  corporate  action  complained  of  is  denied.  It  is  not  shown  that 
this  is  a  mere  "  paper  corporation"  to  cov^r  a  joint  venture  in  which 
the  corporators  are  partners  in  intention,  ^ind  have  resorted  to  this  form 
for  the  purpose  of  evading  aud„avoidiBg:-Qliligaliaua.wluch  they  had 
taken  upoa  themselves  as  individuals,  or  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the 
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promise  relied  on  here.  If  these  things  had  appeared  in  the  ease  we 
sEould  not  hesitate  to  hold  the  corporation  answerable  for  the  individual 
obligation.  But  in  the  absence  of  fraud  "  no  authorities  have  gone  the  • 
length  of  holding  that  any  contract  made  with  individuals  exclusively 
upon  individual  credit  will  become  the  contract  of  any  future  corpora- 
tion that  may  form  for  the  more  convenient  management  and  use  of  the ' 
benefits  of  it."  Zittle  Hock  <&  F.  8.  B.  Co.  Cases,  supra.  If  the 
case  of  Beal  v.  Chase,  supra,  goes  beyond  this  doctrine,  we  cannot 
indorse  it.  We  do  not  think  it  does.  In  that  case  the  corporation  had 
been  formed  for  the  purpose  of  violating  a  contract  not  to  engage  in  a 
certain  business.  All  the  corporators  were  held  to  have  participated  in 
this  purpose.  The  business  was  to  be  conducted  by  the  corporation  in 
connection  with  the  promisor  in  his  individual  capacity.  He  had  an 
interest  in  it,  both  individually  and  as  the  principal  shareholder  of  the 
company ;  and  the  court  enjoined  the  corporation,  not  generally,  but 
from  carrying  on  the  business  with  or  for  the  individual  contracting 
party.  To  put  the  case  at  bar  in  line  with  that  case  it  would  have  to 
appear,  not  only  that  the  corporation  organized  for  the  purpose  and 
with  the  intention  of  evading  their  contract  through  the  separate  entity 
of  corporate  existence,  but  also  that  they  reserved  an  interest  in  the 
business  distinct  from  their  interests  as  stockholders.  None  of  these 
facts  are  shown.  The  effect  of  allowing  the  injunction  in  this  case  to 
continue  would  necessarily  be  to  hold  all  future  shareholders  in  the  cor- 
poration to  the  performance  of  a  contract  which  neither  they  nor  the 
corporation  had  ever  entered  into,  and  of  which  they  may  not  even 
have  had  notice.  Such  a  result  could  only  be  justified  on  the  ground 
of  bad  faith  in  the  creation  of  the  compan3'.  To  thus  hamper  a  bona 
fide  corporation  would  be  inequitable,  and  have  the  effect  of.  establish- 
ing a  doctrine  fraught  with  much  danger  to  corporate  rights,  powers, 
and  propert3'. 

The  allegations  going  to  show  a  ratification  by  the  corporation  of 
this  contract  of  Moore,  Moore  &  Handley  are  denied  by  the  answer, 
and  hence  cannot  be  considered  in  passing  on  the  decree  overruHng 
the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction.  Those  allegations  of  the  bill 
which  are  not  denied  were  not  suffleient  to  authorize  a  continuance  of  the 
injunction,  and  the  decree  on  that  point  was  erroneous,  and  is  reversed. 
The  contract  relied  on  here  is  such  a  one  as  the  respondent  corpora- 
tion could  have  made  under  its  charter.  It  is  therefore  one  which,  being 
already  in  existence  between  complainant  and  the  individuals  compos- 
ing the  defendant  company,  the  corporation  had  the  power  to  ratify 
and  adopts  The  bill,  in  our  judgment,  sufBcientlj-  avers  such  rati&ca- 
tion  or  adoption.  These  allegations  give  equity  to  the  bill,  and  the 
decree  overruling  the  demurrer  is  afSrmed.  The  cause  will  be  re- 
manded, with  instructions  to  the  chancellor  to  dissolve  the  injunction, 
unless  the  complainant  amends  its  bill  so  as  to  entitle  it  to  a  continu- 
ance of  the  writ,  under  the  principles  we  have  announced. 

Reversed  and  remanded 
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1906.    146  Fed.  37. 

Seveeens,  Circuit  Judge.  The  parties  to  this  controversy  are 
engaged  in  the  business  of  manufactui-ing  and  selling  safes.  The 
complainant  is  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  iJ  ew  Jersey. 
The  defendant  the  Hall's  Safe  Company  is  an  Ohio  corporation,  and 
the  other  defendants  are  citizens  of  that  state.  The  bill  was  filed  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from 
carrying  on  the  business  of  manufacturing  or  selling  fireproof  or  bur- 
glar proof  safes  or  vaults  under  the  name  of  the  "Hall's  Safe  Com- 
pany," or  under  any  other  trade-name  siihsta,ntia,ny  Qr-aaaanJjally  the 
same,  and  calculated  to  flpp.aivf  t^'^  public  or  intendinpr  purchasers  into 
■the  belief  that  they  are  dealing  with  the  complainant,  or  witlTlhe 
establishment  founded  by  Joseph  L.  Hall  and  carried  on  by  complain- 
ant, when  they  are  dealing  with  the  defendants,  and  from  advertising 
their  products  as  "  Hall's  Safes,"  and  from  marking  them  with  that 
name,  and  for  the  recovery  of  profits  and  damages  already  lost  and 
suffered  by  the  complainant  from  acts  of  the  like  character,  and  there 
■was  a  prayer  for  general  relief. 

The  facts,  about  which  there  is  not  much  controversy,  are  these : 
From  about  the  year  1847  to  1867,  one  Joseph  L.  Hall  had,  in  succes- 
sive co-partnerships  with  other  persons,  been  engaged  at  Cincinnati, 
Ohio,  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  fire  and  burglar  proof  safes.  In 
this  business  he  had  been  the  principal  and  managing  member  of  his 
firms.  In  the  latter  year  (1867)  he  with  other  persons  organized  a 
corporation  under  the  laws  of  Ohio  by  the  name  of  "  jBall's  Safe  & 
Lock  Company."  for  the  purpose  of  tjarrying  on  the  same  business^ 
Its  factory  and  principal  office  were  located  at  Cincinnati,  and  its 
business  of  selling  safes  extended  throughout  the  United  States  a^d 
into  foreign  countries.  Its  safes  were  known  as  "  Hall's  Safes  "  and 
"  Hall's  Standard  Safes,"  and  certain  styles  of  them  were  marked 
"  Hall's  Standard  Safes,"  and  the  safes  had  a  good  reputation.  In 
March,  1889,  the  said  Joseph  L.  Hall,  who  was  aE"  that  "time'the  prin-' 
cipal  stockholder  in  the  corporation  last  mentioned,  died.  His  sons, 
Edward  C,  William  H.,  and  Charles  0.  Hall,  were  also  stockholders. 
The  first  two  became,  successively,  presidents  of  the  corporation.  The 
stock  of  Joseph  L.  Hall  continued  part  of  his  estate,  and  the  business 
went  on  as  before  until  May  4, 1892,  when  the  corporation  sold  to 
the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Company,  a-New  Jersey  corporation,  all  its 
"  real  estate  and  leasehold  interests,  tools,  machinery,  fixtures,  mer- 
chandise, trade-mark^ andj^ood  will^"  and  the  Hall's  Safe  &  LockX 
Company  covenantedTnd  apeeiTtHat  it  would  close  up  its  affairs  and  \ 
be  dissolved  and  would  not  in  the  future  engage  or  continue  in  said  • 
business.    This  sale  and  agreement  was  assented  to  by  the  above- 
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named  sons  of  Joseph  L.  Hall,  who  are  the  individuals  made  defend- 
ants in  this  cause.  Edward  C.  Hall  and  William  H.  Hall  at  or  about 
the  date  of  the  transfer  became  stockholders  (as  we  must  suppose), 
directors,  and,  respectively,  president  and  treasurer,  of  the  Herring- 
Hall-Marvin  Company,  at  stated  salaries  agreed  upon  at  the  time  of 
said  transfer.  But  in  1895  these  persons  were  deposed  from  their 
ofi&ces,  and  their  salaries  reduced,  and  on  August  1,  1896,  they  re- 
signed their  oflB.ces  as  directors.  Their  resignations  were  accepted,  and 
they  withdrew  from  the  company.  At  the  time  when  these  parties 
became  associated  with  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Company,  a  written 
agreement  with  that  company  was  entered  into  by  each  of  them,  which, 
after  stating'the  terms  of  their  employment,  contained  the  following 
stipulation :  — 

"And  in  consideration  as  aforesaid,  I,  the  said  Edward  C.  Hall  (in 
the  other  contract,  William  H.  Hall),  do  hereby  covenant,  promise, 
and  agree  that  I  will  not,  so  long  as  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Com- 
pany may  desire  to  retain  my  services  as  above,  engage,  either  in  the 
State  of  Ohio,  or  in  the  State  of  fiew  Jersey,  or  in  any  of  the  states 
east  of  the  Mississippi  River,  in  the  business  of  manufacturing,  sell- 
ing, buying,  or  dealing  in  fire  or  burglar  proof  vaults  and  safes,  or  in 
any  business  or  occupation  such  as  the  said  corporation  known  as  the 
Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Company  has  heretofore  been  engaged  in,  or  such 
as  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Company  is  authorized  or  impowered  to 
engage  in,  or  in  any  other  business  which  will  or  may  compete  or  in- 
terfere in  any  manner  with  the  business  of  the  said  Herring-Hall-Mar- 
vin  Uompany." 

In  September,  1896,  Edward  C  Hall,  William  H.  Hall,  Charles  0. 
Hall,  and  other  persons  organized  a  corporation  under  the  laws  of 
Ohio  by  mename  of  the  "Hall's  Safe  Company,"  the  corporate  de- 
fendant herein,  and  this  company  shortly  thereafter  went  into  the 
business  of  manufacturing  and  selling  safes.  A  bill  in  equity  was 
soon  after  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  against  the 
new  company  by  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Company,  complaining  that 
the  former  was  infringing  its  trade  and  gpod  will,  and  praying  for  an 
injunction.  While  that  suit  was'pending  tiie  Herring-Hall-Marviu 
Company  became  insolvent,  and  a  receiver  was  appointed.  A  new 
corporation  was  organized  in  New  Jersey,  the  complainant  iif'tEis 
suit,  an  order  of  the  court  for  a  sale  of  the  assets  of  the  old  com- 
pany was  obtained,  and  the  new  company  became  the  purchaser  in 
December,  1900,  by  a  deed  which  purported  to  convey  to  the  com- 
plainant all  the  real  estate,  personal  property,  manufacturing  plant, 
tools,  machinery,  merchandise,  assets,  franchises,  property,  and 
good  will  of  the  Hefrin^-HalLMarvin^Company.  The  bill  in  that 
'case^vrar-dismissed  upon  a  ground  not  now  material,  but  without 
prejudice.  Not  long  after  the  present  bill  was  filed  by  the  new 
company. 

The  gravamen  of  the  complaint  is  that  the  defendants  invade  and 
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iujiire  the  good  will  and  reputation  of  the  complainant's  business  by 
the  adoption  of  the  corporate  name  of  the  defendant,  the  "  Hall's  Safe 
Company,"  and  also  by  inducing  the  public,  through  advertisements, 
circulars,  and  other  representations,  to  believe  that  their  safes  are 
the  product  of  the  complainant's  business.  The  defendants  admit  the 
acquisition  by  complainant  of  the  properties,  including  the  good  will 
of  the.Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Company,  but  claim  that  the  individual  de- 
fendants were  hotT)y  the  salB~or'the  latter  company  deprived  of  the 
right  to  organize  a  new  company  which  shall  include  their  family 
name,  and  that  the  name  of  "  Hall's  Safe  Company  "  is  one  which 
may  lawfully  be  adopted.  The  defendants  also  filed  a  cross-bill,  in 
which  they  charge  complainant  with  unfair  conduct  in  seeking  to 
divert  the  defendant's  trade  by  false  representations  concerning  it. 
The  complaint  of  the  cross-bill  was  that  the  defendant  therein  had 
some  time  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit  removed  its  manu- 
facturing plant  from  Cincinnati  to  Hamilton,  Ohio,  and  had  directed 
all  mail  addressed  to  the  Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Company  at  Cincinnati 
to  be  forwarded  to  it  at  Hamilton,  and  that  it  was  holding  itself  out 
as  the  Hall  Safe  &  Lock  Company  or  Hall  Safe  &  Lock  Works,  and 
the  like,  and  was  representing  by  its  signs,  advertisements,  publica- 
tions, and  stationery  that  it  was  the  "  Successor  of  Hall's  Safe  &  Lock 
Co.,"  or  was  "  operating  Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Works,"  or  was  making 
and  selling  "Hall's  Safes,"  and  upon  answer  and  replication  evidence 
was  taken  upon  those  matters.  The  court  below  dismissed  the  cross- 
bill, and  decreed  for  the  complainant  upon  the  original  bill,  awarding 
au  injunction.  Complaint  is  made  of  the  decree,  that  it  is  vague  and 
uncertain  in  respect  to  the  things  which  the  defendants  are  restrained 
from  doing ;  a  matter  to  be  recurred  to  later  on. 

Counsel  for  complainant  contend  that  it  is  entitled  to  the  relief  it 
demands  by  virtue  of  the  contract  between  its  predecessor  and  as- 
signor and  the  Hall  Safe  &  Lock  Company  by  which  it,  through  the 
assignment,  acquired  the  property  and  good  will  of  the  latter  company, 
and  that  its  rights  are  not  to  be  measured  by  the  rules  and  principles 
which  apply  in  the  case  of  unfair  competition  in  trade ;  and  it  is 
argued  that  this  consideration  distinguishes  the  case  from  that  of 
Howe  Scale  Co.  v.  Wyckoff,  Seamans,  etc.,  198  U.  S.  118,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
609,  49  L.  Ed.  972,  where  there  was  much  discussion  of  the  extent 
of  the  right  of  a  person  to  use  his  own  name  in  the  conduct  of  his 
business,  whether  it  be  his  private  business,  or  that  of  a  corporate 
business  in  which  he  is  associated  with  others;  and  reference  is 
made  to  the  language  of  the  chief  justice  at  page  140,  where  he 
says : — 

f  "  We  hold  that,  in  the  absence  of  contract,  fraud,  or  estoppel,  any 
man  may  use  his  own  name  in  all  legitimate  ways,  and  as  the  whole 
or  a  part  of  a  corporate  name." 

Upon  this  contention  it  becomes  important  to  determine  what  were 
and  are  the  relations  between  the  complainant  and  its  predecessor  in 
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title  and  the  several  defendants.  Undoubtedly  the  Herring-Hall-Mar- 
vin Company  acquired  by  its  contract  of  purchase  with  the  Hall  Safe 
&  Lock  Company  all  its  physical  properties  and  the  good  will  which 
it  had  acquired  in  its  business,  as  well  as  the  rightrte^asg-such  trade- 
names as  had  been  customarily  used  to  identify  its  products.  It  ac- 
quired also  the  right  to  require  that  the  Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Company 
should  go  out  of  business,  or,  in  substance,  that  it  should  not  longer 
engage  in  business  of  the  kind  which  it  sold  to  the  Herring-Hall-Mar- 
vin Company.  But  it  is  contended  that  the  contract  reaches  beyond 
the  corporation,  the  Hall  Safe  &  Lock  CmrmanYi  fm^  ^^y"^.^'!__t^]]'^  ^^' 
fendants  who  were  stockTiolders  and  officers  of  the  corporation,  and 
prevents  them  and  any  corpfttation  of  wnicn  they  may  become  stock- 
holders and  managers  from  doing  what  the  Hall  Safe  &  Lock  Com- 
pany could  not  do ;  and  the  principal  reason  for  this  contention  is 
the  fact  that  these  individual  defendants  participated  in  the  sale,  and 
as  stockholders  received  its  benefits.  /We  are  of  opinion  that  this 
proposition  cannot  be  sustained  The  contract  which  the  Herring- 
Hall-Marvin  Company  had  was  with  the  corporation  only,  and  not 
with  its  stockholders  or  ofGlcers.  The  officers  who  conducted  the  busi- 
ness of  the  selling  company  were  not  parties  to  the  contract.  It  is 
a  familiar  rule  that  an  agent,  who,  having  lawful  authority,  makes  a 
contract  with  anotliaifor  a  known  principal,  does  not  bind  himself, 
but  his  principal  onlyVstory  on  Agency,  §  261 ;  Mechem  on  Agency, 
§  555 ;  Whitney  v.  Wyman,  101  U.  S.  392,  25  L.  Ed.  1050) ;  and  the 
officers  of  a  private  corporation,  in  respect  to  their  liability  on  con- 
tracts entered  into  by  them  in  behalf  of  the  corporation,  stand  upon 
the.  same  footing  as  agents  of  private  individuate\(21  Am.  &  Eng. 
Ency.  of  Law  [2d  Ed.]  879;  Whitney  v  Wyman,  supra).  /TFthe  pur- 
chaser desired  to  make  the  officers  and  agents  of  the  selling  cor- 
poration subject  to  the  stipulations  of  the  company  in  the  contract 
of  sale,  it  should  have  required  their  personal  agreement  to  that 
effectj) 

"Tlie  cases  cited  by  counsel  for  the  complainant  to  support  their 
contention  that  the  court  may  look  through  the  form  of  a  corporate 
organization,  and  fasten  upon  the  stockholders  a  liability  for  the 
acts  of  the  corporation,  do  not  support  such  a  doctrine  as  applicable 
to  contract  relations.'  These  are  State  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  49  Ohio 
St.  137,  30  N..E.  279,  15  L.  R.  A.  145,  34' Am.  St.  Rep.  541,  McKinley 
V.  WheeUr,  130  U.  S.  630,  9  Sup.  Ct.  638,  32  L.  Ed.  1048,  and  Anthony 
V.  American  Glucose  Co.,  146  N.  Y.  407,  41  N.  E.  23.  ^ihey  were  all 
cases  where,  for  special  purposes  and  in  special  cireTTmstances,  the 
court  held  that  it  was  competent  and  proper  to  regard  the  rights  and 
duties  of  stockholders  in  corporations.  None  of  them  impugns  the 
general  rule  above  stated  that  in  matters  of  contract  the  officers  and 
agents  of  a  corporation  are  not  bound  personally  by  stipulations 
made  by  them  in  behalf  of  their  principal.  This  rule  is  not  affected 
by  the  circumstance  that  they  are  indirectly  interested  as  stockholders 
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in  the  contracts  of  their  corporajjjmi.  /If  it  were  so,  it  would,  break 
down  all  distinction  between  the  corprate  entity  and  its  component 
parts.  Counsel  for  the  appellee  have  printed  in  their  brief  a  recent 
decision,  not  yet  published,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Seventh  Circuit,  in  a  case  entitled  Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Convpany  and 
James  W.  Donnell  v.  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Safe  Co.  The  suit  was 
brought  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  using  in  its  business  the  cor- 
porate name  of  the  complainant  as  descriptive  of  its  products.  The 
defendant  filed  a  cross-bill  to  restrain  the  complainant  in  the  original 
bill  from  using  the  name  of  the  Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Company  in  their 
business  of  making  and  selling  safes,  and  from  selling  such  safes  as 
"  Hall's  Safes."  It  appears  from  the  opinion  that  Donnell  had  organ- 
ized an  Illinois  corporation,  the  co-defendant,  with  the  name  of  the 
old  Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Company,  having  no  member  of  the  name  of 
Hall,  and  was  carrying  on  the  safe  business  unasnAtSffS^le  at  Chi- 
''cago.  The  court  holds  —  what  we  should  suppose  quite  clear  —  that 
this  assumption  of  the  name  of  "Hall's  Safe  and  Lock  Company"  was 
a  frp,ndii1eiit.  d,9''i'?e  to  appropriate  the  e^ood  will  ol:  tUe~  old  company, 
to  which  the  Herring-Hall-MarYin  Safe  Company  had  .supceeded.  It 
is  also  held  that  the  defendant  in  the  cross-bill  should  be  restrained 
from  selling  safes  which  were  not  of  the  manufacture  of  the  Herring- 
Hall-Marvin  Company,  as  "/Hall's  Safes."  It  was  claimed  that  the 
defendant  in  the  cross-bill  wsS  selling  under  that  name  safes  made  by 
the  Hall's  Safe  Company,  the  defendant  here.  It  was  only  in  this  inci- 
dental way  that  the  rights  of  the  Halt^ere  considered,  and  of  course 
they  could  not  be  adjudged  in  that  suit.  \ 

We  do  not  think  there  is  any  substantial  difference  between  the  con- 
clusion of  that  court  upon  the  propriety  of  the  use  of  the  designation 
"Hall's  Safes"  and  our  own.  QS^e  think  it  quite  likely  that  court 
would  have  accepted  the  qualification  that  the  use  of  such  a  designa- 
tion in  the  business  of  the  Halls  would  not  be  unlawful  provided  it 
was  accompanied  by  explanatory  matter  showing  that  the  product  was 
their  own,  and  not  that  of  the  old  company  or  its  successors  in  busi- 
nessQ  It  is  true  that  the  learned  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  said 
arguendo  that  the  court  might  look  behind  the  corporation,  and  find 
whether  there  were  equities  between  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Com- 
pany and  the  members  of  the  Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Company  which 
would  attach  to  the  Hall's  Safe  Company,  of  which  .they  are  now 
members,  and,  concluding  there  were  such  equities,  proceeded  to  de- 
duce the  consequences.  Without  repeating  what  we  have  said  upon 
this  subject,  we  are  constrained  to  think  that  the  defendants  Hall 
were  not  bound  individually,  in  law  or  in  equity,  by  the  contract  of 
their  corporation. 

The  determination  of  the  case  must  depend  upon  the  application 
of  other  principles  than  such  as  would  obtain  if  there  were  contractual 
relations  between  the  parties  in  reference  to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
suit.     When  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Company  purchased  the  Hall 
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Safe  &  Lock  Company's  plant  and  business,  it  acquired  tlie  good  will 
of  the  latter  company,  and  this  included  the  right  to  use  the  means 
of  communicating  to  the  public  information  that  it  had  succeeded  to 
the  business  and  good  will  of  its  vendor,  and  among  these  rights  was 
that  of  using  the  trade-names  which  had  been  employed  iii  the  busi- 
ness, and  by  which  the  products  thereof  had  been  identified  and  known ; 
and  although  the  receiver's  conveyance  to  the  complainant  did  not  in 
terms  convey  the  right  to  use  the  old-trade  names,  yet,  as  it  professed 
to  convey  all  the  assets  of  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Company,  in- 
cluding the  good  will,  we  think  it  should  be  held  that  the  purchaser 
acquired  the  right  to  designate  its  product^l^y  the  same  means  as 
its  predecessor  in  title  had  done.  These  rights  it  was  entitled  to 
enjoy  exclusively.  They  were  its  propertyT)  Neither  these  defend- 
ants nor  any  other  person  could  lawfully  invade  them,  and  we  put 
the  statement  in  this  form  to  signify  that  in  our  opinion  the  de- 
fendants were  precluded  equally  with,  and  not  otherwise  than,  all 
other  persons ;  because  it  seems  to  us  that,  if  there  are  no  con- 
tractual relations  between  the  parties,  it  is  indifferent  that  the 
rights  of  the  complainant  are  derived  from  the  Hall  Safe  &  Lock 
Company. 

It  would  not  be  difficult  to  define  in  comparatively  set  terms  the 
limits  within  which  the  parties  to  this  controversy  should  be  con- 
fined, were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  these  individual  defendants  bear 
the  name  which  has  long  been  associated  with  the  complainant's 
products.  Joseph  L.  Hall  left  five  sons,  of  whom  the  defendants 
Hall  were  the  eldest,  and  they  were  all  bred  to  the  father's  business, 
and  have  followed  it  from  their  youth.  They  undoubtedly  have  the  | 
right  to  pursue  the  occupation  of  manufacturing  and  selling  safes, 
and  they  have  the  right  to  use  their  own  family  name  in  the  busi- 
ness, and  adopt  all  proper  means  of  making  it  known  to  the  public 
that  the  safes  they  ofEer  are  made  by  them,  and  they  have  the 
right  to  build  up  a  business  with  a  good  will  of  its  own,  and  if  they 
choose  to  organize  a  corporation  for  that  purpose,  they  have  the 
right  to  use  their  family  name  in  its  •  title.  But  in  doing  all  these 
things  neither  these  individual  parties  nor  the  corporation  has  the 
right  to  endeavor  to  lead  the  public  into  the  belief  that  the  safes 
they  make  are  the  proiJjict  of  the  Hall  Safe  &  Lock  Company's  suc- 
cessors in  business.  fwTnotwithstanding  the  defendants  conduct  their 
business  within  these  limits,  it  should  happen  that  from  the  simi- 
larity of  names  and  the  kind  of  business,  intending  purchasers  might 
sometimes  fall  into  the  mistake  that  the  defendants  were  the  suc- 
cessors of  the  Hall  Safe  &  Lock  Company,  and  were  making  the 
kind  and  quality  of  safes  that  were  made^  tha,t  company,  the  de- 
fendants would  not  be  responsible  thereforT^^^  in  the  choice  of  a 
corporate  name  one  should  be  chosen  which  would  ,be  likely  to  catch 
the  complainant's  business,  it  would  be  necessary  to  accompany  its 
use  in  the  business  of  the  company  by  explanatory  statements,  which 


48  hall's   safe   CO.    V.    HEEEING-HALL-MARVIN   SAFE   CO. 

would  prevent  any  misunderstanding ;  for  such  a  choice  without  ex- 
planation would  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  unfair  dealing!\  The 
cases  upon  this  subject  have  come  to  be  very  numerous,  ana  it  is 
unnecessary  to  canvass  them.  This  has  been  done  so  recently  in 
several  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  that  we  shall  content  our- 
selves with  the  statement  of  the  controlling  principles  which  we 
conceive  to  be  now  established,  referring  for  authority  to  Howe 
Scale  Co.  V.    Wyckoff,  Seamans,  etc.,  198  U.  S.  118,  26  Sup.  Ct.  609, 

49  L.  Ed.  972;  Sinaer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  June  Mfg.  Co.,  163  U.  S.  169, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  1002,  41  L.  Ed.  118 ;  Brown  Chemical  Co.  v.  Meyer, 
139  U.  S.  540,  11  Sup.  Ct.  625,  35  L.  Ed.  247 ;  Turton  &  Sons  v. 
Turton  &  Sons,  L.  E.  42  Ch.  Div.  128 ;  Beddaway  v.  Benham,  L.  R. 
App.  Cas.  (1896)  199.  The  subject  was  also  elaborately  discussed 
and  the  authorities  cited  in  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  Royal  Baking 
Powder  Co.  v.  Royal,  122  Eed.  337,  68  C.  C.  A.  499,  delivered  by 
Judge  Lurton. 

Eecurring  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case,  the  name  adopted  for 
the  corporation  was  "  Hall's  Safe  Company,"  a  name  so  dangerously 
near  to  that  of  the  "  Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Company  "  as  to  make  it 
apparently  necessary,  to  avoid  mistake,  that  explanation  should  be 
made  that  it  was  not  the  same  company  or  its  successor  in  business. 
/rhe  testimony  shows  clearly  enough  that  this  had  not.  been  done,  and 
although  for  a  short  time  before  the  filing  of  the  petition  the  de- 
fendant's practices  had  been  mended  in  this  regard,  there  was  suf- 
ficient ground  to  apprehend  the  repetition  of  unauthorized  preten- 
sions by  defendants  to  justify  the  complainant  in  invoking  the  power 
of  the  court  to  prevent  them!^)  Inasmuch  as  the  individuals  who  are 
made  defendants  are  not  engaged  in  a  business  or  proposing  to  en- 
gage in  a  business  of  their  own  prejudicial  to  the  complainant,  it 
would  seem  that  the  relief  required  should  be  the  restraining  of  the 
corporation  and  its  officers  and  agents  from  committing  the  unlawful 
acts  complained  ofj  /Tfr  is  not  alleged  in  the  bill  that  these  defend- 
ants are  personally  committing,  or  threatening  to  commit,  any  in- 
jurious actsTV  They  are  apparently,  made  parties  because  of  the  fact 
that  they  -^Bfe  large  stockholders  in  the  Hall's  Safe  &  Lock  Company, 
and  had  assented  to  the  sale  of  its  properties,  and  had  been  in- 
strumental in  the  organization  of  the  new  company.  But  we  do  not 
think  the  latter  fact  alone  subjected  them  to  any  liability,  and  if, 
as  we  have  held,  they  were  not  personally  bound  by  the  stipulations 
of  the  company,  we  perceive  no  sufficient  ground  for  awarding  an 
injunction  against  them.  This  has  often  been  held  in  suits  brought 
for  the  infringement  of  patents,  and  the  rule  seems  equally  appli- 
cable to  cases  of  the  character  before  us.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Home  Tel.  Co.,  (G.  C.)  85  Eed.  649 ;  Bowers  v.  Atlantic,  Q.  & 
P.  Co.,  (C.  C.)  104  Fed.  887  ;  Loomis-Manning  Filter  Co.  v.  Man- 
hattan Filter  Co.,  (C.  C.)  117  Fed.  325;  Greene  v.  Buckley,  (C.  C.) 
120  Fpd.  955. 
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But  we  think  the  facts  justified  an  injunction  against  the  Hall  Safe 
Company,  though  not  in  the  terms  stated  in  the  decree. 

[The  court  here  set  forth  the  terms  of  the  injunction  to  be  allowed.] 
The  costs  of  this  appeal  will  be  borne  by  the  appellant  Hall's  Safe 
Company  and  the  appellee,  to  be  equally  divided. 
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1895.  Law  Reports  (1895),  2  Chancery,  323. 

SALOMON  V.   SALOMON  &  CO.,  LIMITED. 

1896.  Law  Reports  (180T),  Appeal  Cases,  22.1 

In  1892,  Aron  Salomon  was  carrying  on  business  as  a  leather  mer- 
chant, &c.,  and  was  solvent.  July  28,  1892,  a  Limited  Company  was 
registered,  under  the  Companies  Act  of  1862,  for  the  ostensible  pur- 
pose of  taking  over  and  carrying  on  the  business  then  conducted  by 
Salomon. 

The  Act  of  1862  provides  (Section  6),  that  "  any  seven  or  more  per- 
sons, associated  for  a  lawful  purpose  may,  by  subscribing  their  names 
to  a  memorandum  of  association,  and  otherwise  complying  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  in  respect  of  registration,  form  a  company  with 
or  without  limited  liability."  "  No  subscriber  shall  take  less  than  one 
share  "  (Section  8).  The  Act  prescribes  no  minimum  value  for  shares, 
and  hence  the  shares  may  be  of  as  small  a  value  as  those  who  form  the 
company  may  please.  Nor  does  the  Act  impose  any  limit  upon  the 
number  of  shares  which  a  single  member  may  subscribe  for.  Section 
30  provides  that  no  notice  of  any  trust  shall  be  entered  on  the  register. 
Upon  the  registration  of  the  memorandum  of  association,  and  of  the 
articles  (where  required),  the  registrar  shall  certify  that  the  company 
is  incorporated.  "The  subscribers  of  the  memorandum  of  association, 
together  with  such  other  persons  as  may  from  time  to  time  become 
members  of  the  company,  shall  thereupon  be  a  body  corporate  by  the 
name  contained  in  the  memorandum  of  association,  capable  forthwith 
of  exercising  all  the  functions  of  an  incorporated  company,  and  hav- 
ing perpetual  succession  and  a  common  seal,  with  power  to  hold 
lands."  .  .  .  (Section  18.) 

The  name  of   the  company  was  Aron  Salomon  &  Co.,  Limited. 

The  nominal  capital  was  40,000Z.,  divided  into  40,000  shares,  of  1^. 

each.     The  memorandum  of  association  was  subscribed  by  Salomon, 

his  wife,  his  daughter,  and  his  four  sons,  each  subscribing  for  one 

1  Statement  rewritten.    Arguments  omitted;  also  portions  of  opinions.  —  Ed. 
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share.  Salomon  then  conveyed  his  business  and  its  assets  to  the 
company  for  an  agreed  price  of  about  39,000Z.  In  consideration  of 
this  conveyance,  he  received  from  the  company  some  payments  in 
cash,  also  debentures  (a  charge  on  the  assets)  for  10,000^.,  and  shares 
for  the  par  value  of  20,000Z.^  No  other  shares  vi^ere  ever  allotted ; 
and  it  was  never  intended  that  any  shares  should  be  allotted  to  any 
person  except  Salomon  and  the  six  members  of  his  family.  The 
practical  result  was,  that  Salomon  owned  |8.§8t  of  the  allotted  shares ; 
aud  also  held  the  company's  debentures  for  10,000^.^ 

Subsequently,  Salomon,  upon  the  security  of  his  aforesaid  deben- 
tures, obtained  from  Broderip  a  loan  of  5000Z.,  which  sum  Salomon  re- 
loaned  to  the  company.  Thereafter,  in  Feb.  1893,  the  original  deben- 
tures, which  had  been  issued  to  Salomon  for  10,000^.,  were  returned  to 
the  company  and  were  cancelled.  In  lieu  thereof,  with  the  consent 
of  Salomon  as  beneficial  owner,  fresh  debentures  of  the  company  to 
the  same  amount  were  issued  to  Broderip  in  order  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  his  aforesaid  loan  of  6000Z. 

Default  having  been  made  in  the  payment  of  his  interest,  Broderip, 
in  the  autumn  of  1893,  instituted  an  action,  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
all  the  debenture  holders,  to  enforce  his  security.  Thereafter  a  wind- 
ing up  order  was  made  and  a  receiver  appointed. 

The  company  put  in  a  defence  and  counter-claim,  making  Salomon 
a  party  to  the  counter-claim.  At  the  time  of  the  company's  going 
into  liquidation,  11,264Z.  was  due  to  unsecured  creditors  whose  debts 
had  been  contracted  since  the  formation  of  the  company.  About 
7733Z.  of  this  was  due  to  trade  creditors,  the  rest  to  Salomon.  The 
liquidator  has  realized  the  assets,  by  arrangement  without  prejudice 
to  any  question  on  the  counter-claim.  He  has  paid  Broderip's  "mort- 
gage debt  on  the  debentures,''  and  the  rest  of  the  proceeds  will  not 
be  sufficient  to  satisfy  what  remains  due  on  the  debentures.  Salomon 
claims  whatever  there  may  be  as  owner  of  the  debentures. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Vaughan  Williams  J.  [The  follow- 
ing is  an  abridgment  of  the  opinion  of  the  leariied  Judge.] 

There  was  no  fraud  on  the  shareholders,  inasmuch  as  they  were  all 
perfectly  cognizant  of  the  conditions  under  which  the  company  was 
formed,  and  as  there  was  no  intention  to  allot  further  shares  at  a  later 
period  to  outsiders.  But  the  company  was  a  mere  nominee  of  Salo- 
mon's ;  and  the  case  is  to  be  dealt  with  as  if  the  nominee,  instead  of 

1  According  to  a  statement  in  the  opinion  of  Lord  Macnaghten,  it  would  seem  that,  as 
cash  came  in  to  the  company  from  the  business,  the  company  went  through  the  form  of 
handing  this  cash  over  to  Salomon,  and  then  immediately  receiving  the  same  cash  back 
from  Salomon  in  exchange  for  the  20,000  shares  allotted  to  him  as  fully  paid  shares.  — Ed. 

2  The  charge  given  to  the  debenture-holder  by  the  company  on  its  property  did  not 
operate  to  prevent  the  company,  while  solvent,  from  using  assets  to  pay  current  debts  ; 
but  it  gave  the  debenture-holder  a  preference  over  unsecured  creditors  in  the  event  of  in- 
solvency. See  14  Law  Quarterly'  p»vi(iw,  ^^^\  Davey  v.  Williamson,  L.  E.  (1898),  2  Q.  B. 
194.  Buckley  on"^ompanies  Acts,  7th  edition,  186;  Kat,  L.  J,  in  L.  K.  (1895),  2  Chan.  p. 
343. -Ed. 
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being  the  company,  had  been  some  individual  agent  of  Salomon's  to 
whom  he  had  purported  to  sell  this  business.  ITirthat  case  the  trustee 
in  bankruptcy  of  the  agent  would  have  had  a  right  to  make  Salomon 
indemnify  the  agent  against  the  debts  that  he  had  contracted  by  the 
direction  of  his  principap  The  right  of  the  liquidator  in  the  present 
case  is  precisely  the  same,  notwithstanding  the  debentures  which  were 
a  mere  form,  intended  to  give  an  appearance  of  reality  to  a  sale  which, 
l^  fact,  was  no  ^le  at  all,  because  it  was  a  sale  by  a  man  to  an  agent 
for  his  own  projfl  ffhis  business  was  Salomon's  business,  and  no  one 
else'sT)  The  creditors  of  the  company  could,  in  my  opinion,  have  sued 
Salomon.  Their  right  to  do  so  would  depend  on  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  whether  the  company  was  a  mere  alias  of  the  founder  or  not. 
The  relationship  of  principal  and  agent  existed  between  Salomon  and 
the  company.  The  moment  the  creditors  succeed  in  establishing  the 
identity  of  Salomon  with  the  company,  the  creditors  of  the  company 
thereupon  are  shown  to  be  the  creditors  of  Salomon ;  and  although  it 
is  necessary,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  priority  given  to  Salomon  by 
these  debentures,  that  one  should  fall  back  upon  the  lien  of  the  com- 
pany as  his  agent,  whom  he  was  bound  to  indemnify,  I  do  not  mean 
to  exclude  from  my  judgment  that  the  debentures  were  given  to  Salo- 
mon by  his  agent,  the  company,  and  that  the  necessary  efEect  of  Salo- 
mon as  principal,  taking  these  debentures  from  his  agent,  the  com- 
pany, was  that  his  creditors  —  for,  according  to  my  view,  the  creditors 
of  the  company  were  his  creditors  —  were  defeated  and  delayed  by 
the  debentures. 

His  Lordship  made  the  following  order  :  — 

Declare  that  the  plaintiffs,  A.  Salomon  &  Co.  Limited,  or  the  liqui- 
dator  thereof  are,  or  is  entitled  to  be  indemnified  by  the  defendant 
A.  Salomon  against  the  sum  of  7733Z.  8s.  Sd.  .  .  . 

Order  and  adjudge  that  the  plaintiffs,  A.  Salomon  &  Co.  Limited, 
do  recover  against  defendant  A.  Salomon  the  said  sum  of  7733Z.  8s.  3d. 

Declare  that  plaintiffs,  A.  Salomon  &  Co.  Limited,  are  entitled  to  a 
lien  for  the  said  sum  of  7733Z.  8s.  3d.,  upon  all  sums  which  would  be 
payable  to  defendant  A.  Salomon  out  of  the  assets  of  the  plaintiffs 
A.  Salomon  &  Co.  Limited,  in  respect  of  the  debentures  issued  by 
the  said  company  to  the  defendant  E.  Broderip  in  the  pleadings  men- 
tioned or  otherwise,  and  that  the  defendant  A.  Salomon  is  not  enti- 
tled to  make  any  claim  against  the  assets  of  the  plaintiffs  A.  Salomon 
&  Co.  Limited,  until  the  said  sum  of  7733Z.  8s.  3d.  has  been  satisfied. 

Aron  Salomon  gave  notice  of  appeal.  The  company  gave  a  counter- 
notice  of  contention  that  [inter  alia']  they  were  entitled  to  have  the 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  Salomon's  business  and  property  to  the 
company  rescinded. 

Buckley,  Q.  C.  and  Muir  Mackenzie  (McCall,  Q.  C.  with  them),  foi 
Salomon. 

Farwell,  Q.  C.  and  Theobald,  for  the  company. 
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LiNDLET  L.  J.  This  is  an  appeal  by  Mr.  Aron  Salomon  against 
an  order  made  by  Vaughan  Williams  J.,  and  which,  in  effect,  directs 
Mr.  A.  Salomon  to  indemnify  a  limited  company  formed  by  him 
against  the  unsecured  debts  and  liabilities  incurred  by  or  in  the  name 
of  the  company  whilst  it  carried  on  business. 

The  appeal  raises  a  question  of  very  great  importance,  not  only  to 
the  persons  immediately  affected  by  the  decision,  but  also  to  a  large 
number  of  persons  who  form  what  are  called  "one-man  companies." 
Such  companies  were  unheard  of  until  a  comparatively  recent  period, 
but  have  become  very  common  of  late  years. 

The  material  facts  of  this  case  are  as  follows :  [His  Lordship,  after 
stating  the  facts  of  the  case  to  the  same  effect  as  above,  and  adding 
that  as  to  the  20,000  shares  allotted  to  Aron  Salomon  he  (Aron  Salo- 
mon) contended  he  had  paid  for  them  though  no  call  had  ever  been 
made ;  that  the  liquidator,  on  the  other  hand,  claimed  20,000^.  from 
A.  Salomon  in  respect  of  these  shares ;  that  A.  Salomon  had  received 
moneys  from  the  company,  but  that  it  did  not  appear  whether  he  had 
paid  the  company  for  his  shares,  and  that  this  was  a  matter  which  it 
was  tinnecessary  to  pursue  further  on  the  present  occasion,  proceeded 
\  as  follows  :  — ] 

I  proceed  to  examine  the  legal  aspect  of  this  case,  which,  as  I  have 
said,  is  one  of  great  general  importance.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in 
this  case  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  use  the  machinery  of  the  Com- 
panies Act,  1862,  for  a  purpose  for  which  it  never  was  intended.  The 
legislature  contemplated  the  encouragement  of  trade  by  enabling  a 
comparatively  small  number  of  persons  —  namely,  not  less  tban  seven 
—  to  carry  on  business  with  a  limited  joint  stock  or  capital,  and  with- 
out the  risk  of  liability  beyond  the  loss  of  such  joint  stock  or  capital. 
But  thfilegislature  never  contemplated  an  extension  of  liqiited_lia- 
bility  to  sole  traders  or  to_a  fpwpr  nnmbar_than  seven.  In  truthpthe 
legislature  clearly  intended  to  prevent  anything  of  the  kind,  fo^s.  48 
takes  away  the  privilege  conferred  by  the  Act  from  those  members  of 
limited  companies  who  allow_  such  companies  to  carry  on  business  with 
less  than  seven  Eoembers ;  and  by  s.  79  the  reduction  of  the  number  of 
members  below  sev^  is  a  ground  for  winding  up  the  company.  Al- 
though in  the  present  case  there  were,  and  are,  seven  members,  yet  it 
is  manifest  that  siY^oMjiftm  a.rp  mpTinhpi-s  ainnply  in  nrrjer  to  enable 
the  seventh  himself  to  carrvjon  business  with  limited  liability.  The 
object  of  the  whole  arrangement  is  to  do  the  very  thing  which  the 
legislature  intended  not  to  be  done ;  and,  ingenious  as  the  scheme  is, 
it  cannot  have  the  effect  desired  so  long  as  the  law  remains  unaltered. 
This  was  evidently  the  view  taken  by  Vaughan  Williams  J. 

'riTRjjinnrpnra,tinn  of  the  company  cannot  be  disjTiTterl.  (See  s.  18 
of  the  Companies  Act,  1862.)  Whether  by  any  proceeding  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  scire  facias  the  Court  could  set  aside  the  certificate  of  incor- 
poration is  a  question  which  has  never  been  considered,  and  on  which 
I  express  no  opinion ;  but,  be  that  as  it  may,  in  such  an  action  as  this 
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ih(>  va.liflity  of  the  certificate  cannot  be  impeached.  The  company 
must,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  a  corporation,  but  as  a  corporation 
created  for  an  illegitimate  purpose.  Moreover,  there  having  always 
been  seven  members,  although  six  of  them  hold  only  one  11.  share 
each,  Mr.  Aron  Salomon  cannot  be  reached  under  s.  48,  to  which  I 
have  already  alluded.  As  the  company  must  be  recognized  as  a  cor- 
poration, I  feel  a  difficulty  in  saying  that  the  company  did  not  carry 
on  business  as  a  principal,  and  that  the  debts  and  liabilities  contracted 
in  its  name  are  not  enforceable  against  it  in  its  corporate  capacity. 
But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  order  made  by  Vaughan  Williams  J.  is 
wrong.  A  person  may  carry  on  business  as  a  principal  and  incur  debts 
and  liabilities  as  such,  and  vet  be  entitled  to  he  indemnified  against 
those  debts  and  liabilities  by  the  person  for  whose  benp/fit  he  carries 
■nn  the  business.  The  company  in  this  case  has  been  regarded  by 
Vaughan  Williams  J.  as  the  agent  of  Aron  Salomon.  I  should  rather 
liken  the  company  to  a  trustee  for  him  —  a  trustee  improperly  brought 
into  existence  by  him  to  enable  him  to  do  what  the  statute  prohibits. 
It  is  manifest  that  the  other  members  of  the  company  have  practically 
no  interest  in  it,  and  their  names  have  merely  been  used  by  Mr.  Aron 
Salomon  to  enable  him  to  form  a  company,  and  to  use  its  name  in 
order  to  screen  himself  from  liability.  This  view  of  the  case  is  quite 
consistent  with  In  re  George  Newman  &  Co}  In  a  strict  legal  sense 
the  business  may  have  to  be  regarded  as  the  business  o'f  the  company ; 
but  if  any  iury  were  asked.  Whose  business  was  it  ?  they  would  say 
Aron  Salomon's,  and  they  would  be  right,  if  they  meant  that  ihe  bene- 
£gial  int^est  in  the  business  was  his.  I  do  not  go  so  far-asTysay 
that  the  creditors  of  the  company  could  sue  him.  In  my  opinion, 
.^ey  can  only  reach  him  through  the  nompa.ny.  Moreover,  Mr.  Aron 
Salomon's  liability  to  indemnify  the  company  in  this  case  is,  in  my 
view,  the  legal  consequence  of  thp  tnrma.t.inn  nf  thejiompany  in  order 
to  attain  a  result  not^  permitted  by  law.  The  liability  does  notarise 
simply  from  the  fact  that  he  holds  nearly  all  the  shares  in  the  com- 
pany. A  man  may  do  that  and  yet  be  under  no  such  liability  as  Mr. 
Aron  Salomon  has  come  under.  His  liability  rests  on  the  purpose  for 
which  he  formed  the  company,  on  the  way  he  formed  it,  and  on  the 
use  which  he  made  of  it.  There  are  many  small  companies  which  will 
be  quite  unaffected  by  this  decision.  But  there  may  possibly  be  some 
which,  like  this,  are  mere  devices  to  enable  a  man  to  carry  on  trade 
with  limited  liability,  to  incur  debts  in  tha  name  of  a  registered  com- 
pany, and  to  sweep  off  the  company's  assets  by  means  of  debentures 
which  he  has  caused  to  be  issued,  to  himself  in  order  to  defeat  the 
claims  of  those  who  have  been  incautious  enough  to  trade  with  the 
company  without  perceiving  the  trap  which  he  has  laid  for  them. 

It  is  idle  to  say  that  persons  dealing  with  companies  are  protected 
by  s.  43  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  which  requires  mortgages  of  lim- 
ited companies  to  be  registered,  and  entitles  creditors  to  inspect  the 

1  [1895]  1  Ch.  674. 
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register.  It  is  only  when  a  creditor  begins  to  fear  he  may  not  be  paid 
that  he  thinks  of  looking  at  the  register ;  and  until  a  person  is  a  cred- 
itor he  has  no  right  of  inspection.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  persons  do  not 
ask  to  see  mortgage  registers  before  they  deal  with  limited  companies  ; 
and  this  is  perfectly  well  known  to  every  one  acquainted  with  the  j 
actual  working  of  the  Companies  Acts  and  the  habits  of  business  men. 
Mr.  Aron  Salomon  and  his  advisers,  who  were  evidently  very  shrewd' 
people,  were  fully  alive  to  this  circumstance. 

If  the  legislature  thinks  it  right  to  extend  the  principle  of  limited 
liability  to  sole  traders  it  will  no  doubt  do  so,  with  such  safeguards, 
if  any,  at  it  may  think  necessary.  But  until  the  law  is  changed  such 
attempts  as  these  ought  to  be  defeated  whenever  they  are  brought  to 
light.  They  do  infinite  mischief ;  they  bring  into  disrepute  one  of  the 
most  useful  statutes  of  modern  times,  by  perverting  its  legitimate  use, 
and  by  making  it  an  instrument  for  cheating  honest  creditors. 

Mr.  Aron  Salomon's  scheme  is  a  device  to  defraud  creditors. 

Agreeing  as  I  do  in  substance  with  Vaughan  Williams  J.,  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  investigate  the  question  whether  the  so-called 
aale  of  the  business  to  the  company  ought  to  be  set  aside.  The  only 
object  of  setting  it  aside  is  to  obtain  assets  wherewith  to  pay  the  cred- 
itors, and  this  object  can  be  attained  on  sound  legal  principles  by  the 
tjrder  which  he  has  made.  In  the  event,  however,  of  this  case  going 
<curther,  I  will  add  that  I  regard  the  so-called  sale  of  the  business  to 
^he  company  as  a  mere  sham,  and  that  in  my  opinion  it  might,  if  neces- 
sary, be  set  aside  by  the  company  in  the  interest  of  its  creditors,  al- 
though all  the  shareholders,  such  as  they  were,  knew  of  and  assented 
to  the  arrangement.  They  were  simply  assisting  Mr.  Aron  Salomon 
to  carry  out  his  scheme.  I  cannot  regard  In  re  British  Seamless  Pw- 
-per  Box  Co}  as  an  authority  against  a  rescission  of  such  a  transaction 
as  this. 

We  have  carefully  considered  the  proper  form  of  order  to  be  made 
on  this  appeal,  and  the  order  of  the  Court  will  be  as  follows  :  The 
Court,  being  of  opinion  that  the  formation  of  the  company,  the  agree- 
ment of  August,  1892,  and  the  issue  of  debentures  to  Aron  Salomon 
pursuant  to  such  agreement,  were  a  mere  scheme  to  enable  him  to  carry 
on  business  in  the  name  of  the  company  with  limited  liability,  contrary 
to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  and,  fur- 
ther, to  enable  him  to  obtain  a  preference  over  other  creditors  of  the 
company  by  procuring  a  first  charge  on  the  assets  of  the  company  by 
means  of  siich  debentures,  dismiss  the  appeal  of  Aron  Salomon  with 
costs  ;  and,  it  being  unnecessary  to  make  any  order  on  the  liquidators' 
cross-notice  of  appeal,  discharge  the  order  directing  the  liquidator  to 
pay  costs  of  the  counter-claim,  and  give  him  those  costs. 

Lopes  L.  J.  This  is  a  case  of  very  great  importance,  and  I  wish 
shortly  to  state  my  reasons  for  concurring  in  the  judgment  just  de- 
livered.   I  do  not  propose  to  restate  the  facts  so  fully  and  clearly 

1  17  Ch.  D.  467. 
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detailed  by  Lindley  L.  J. :  I  shall  content  myself  with  shortly  stating 
the  impression  they  have  produced  on  my  mind.  The  incorporation 
of  the  company  was  perfect  —  the  machinery  by  which  it  was  formed 
was  in  every  respect  perfect,  every  detail  had  been  observed ;  but,  not- 
withstanding, the  business  was,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  business  of 
Aron  Salomon ;  he  had  the  beneficial  interest  in  it ;  the  company  was 
a  mere  nominis  umbra,  under  cover  of  which  he  carried  on  his  business 
as  before,  securing  himself  against  loss  by  a  limited  liability  of  11. 
per  share,  all  of  which  shares  he  practically  possessed,  and  obtaining  a 
priority  over  the  unsecured  creditors  of  the  company  by  the  deben- 
tures of  which  he  had  constituted  himself  the  holder. 

It  would  be  lamentable  if  a  scheme  like  this  could  not  be  defeated. 
If  we  were  to  permit  it  to  succeed,  we  should  be  authorizing  a  perver- 
sion of  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Acts.  We  should  be  giving  vi- 
tality to  that  which  is  a  myth  and  a  fiction.  The  transaction  is  a 
device  to  apply  the  machinery  of  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act  to  a 
state  of  things  never  contemplated  by  that  Act  —  an  ingenious  device 
to  obtain  the  protection  of  that  Act  in  a  way  and  for  objects  not  au- 
thorized by  that  Act,  and  in  my  judgment  in  a  way  inconsistent  with 
and  opposed  to  its  policy  and  provisions.  It  never  was  intended  that 
the  company  to  be  constituted  should  consist  of  one  substantial  person 
and  six  mere  dummies,  the  nominees  of  that  person,  without  any  real 
interest  in  the  conipaHy.  The  Act  contemplated  the  incorporation  of 
seven  independent  bona  fide  members,  who  had  a  mind  and  a  will  of 
their  own,  and  were  not  the  mere  puppets  of  an  individual  who,  adopt- 
ing the  machinery  of  the  Act,  carried  on  his  old  business  in  the  same 
way  as  before,  when  he  was  a  sole  trader.  To  legalize  such  a  trans- 
action would  be  a  scandal. 

But  to  what  relief  is  the  liquidator  entitled  ?  In  the  circumstances 
of  this  case  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  competent  for  the  Court  to  set  aside 
the  sale  as  being  a  sale  from  Aron  Salomon  to  himself  —  a  sale  which 
had  none  of  the  incidents  of  a  sale,  was  a  fiction,  and  therefore  in- 
valid ;  or  to  declare  the  company  to  be  a  trustee  for  Aron  Salomon, 
whom  Aron  Salomon,  the  cestui  que  trust,  was  bound  to  indemnify ; 
or  to  declare  the  formation  of  the  company,  the  agreement  of  August, 
1892,  and  the  issue  of  the  debentures  to  Aron  Salomon  pursuant  to 
such  agreement,  to  be  merely  devices  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  busi- 
ness in  the  name  of  the  company  with  limited  liability,  contrary  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  and  further,  to 
enable  him  to  obtain  a  preference  over  other  creditors  of  the  company 
by  obtaining  a  first  charge  on  the  assets  of  the  company  by  means  of 
such  debentures.  I  wish  to  add  that  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  a.  J  j 
scire  facias  would  go  to  repeal  the  certificate  of  incorporation  ;  but  I' ' 
express  no  decided  opinion  on  the  point.  The  appeal  will  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

[Kay  L.  J.  delivered  a  concurring  opinion.} 
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From  the  above  decision,  Salomon  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords. 
His  appeal  was  brought  in  forma  pauperis^ 

Lord  Herschell.  [After  stating  the  facts,  and  reciting  the  pre- 
vious proceedings.] 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  both  courts  treated  the  company  as  a  legal 
entity  distinct  from  Salomon  and  the  then  members  who  composed  it, 
and  therefore  as  a  validly  constituted  corporation.  This  is,  indeed, 
necessarily  involved  in  thejudgment  whiclTdeclared  that  the  company 
was  entitled  to  certain  rights  as  against  Salomon.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, I  am  at  loss  to  understand  what  is  meant  by  saying  that  A. 
Salomon  and  Company  Limited  is  but  an  alias  for  A.  Salomon.  It  is 
not  another  name  for  the  same  person ;  the  company  is  ex  hypothesi  a 
distinct  legal  persona.  As  little  am  I  able  to  adopt  the  view  that  the 
company  was  th^  agent  of  Salomon  to  carry  on  his  business  for  him. 
In  a  popular  sense  a  company  may  in  every  case  be  said  to  carry  on 
business  for  and  on  behalf  of  its  shareholders,  but  this  certainly  does 
not  in  point  of  law  constitute  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent  be- 
tween them  or  render  the  shareholders  liable  to  indemnify  the  company 
against  the  debts  which  it  incurs.  Here,  it  is  true,  Salomon  owned  all 
the  shares  except  six,  so  that  if  the  business  were  profitable  he  would 
be  entitled  substantially  to  the  whole  of  the  profits.  ■  The  other  share- 
holders, too,  are  said  to  have  been  "  dummies,"  the  nominees  of  Salo- 
mon. But  when  once  it  is  conceded  that  they  were  individual  members 
of  the  company  distinct  from  Salomon,  and  sufficiently  so  to  bring  into 
existence  in  conjunction  with  him  a  validly  constituted  corporation,  I 
am  unable  to  see  how  the  facts  to  which  I  have  just  referred  can  affect 
the  legal  position  of  the  company,  or  give  it  rights  as  against  its  mem- 
bers which  it  would  not  otherwise  possess. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  based  their  judgment  on  the  proposition  that 
the  formation  of  the  company,  and  all  that  followed  it,  was  a  mere 
scheme  to  enable  the  appellant  to  carry  on  business  in  the  name  of  the 
company,  with  limited  liability,  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  Companies  Act  1862.  The  conclusion  which  they  drew  from 
this  premiss  was,  that  the  company  was  a  trustee  and  Salomon  their 
cestui  que  trust.  I  cannot  think  that  the  conclusion  follows  even  if 
the  premiss  be  sound.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  logical  result  would 
be  that  the  company  had  not  been  ^lidly  congtituted,  and  therefore 
had  no  legal  existence.  But,  apart  from  this,  it  is  necessary  to  ex- 
amine the  proposition  on  which  the  court  have  rested  their  judgment, 
as  its  effect  would  be  far  reaching.  Many  industrial  and  banking 
concerns  of  the  highest  standing  and  credit  have,  in  recent  years, 
been,  to  use  a  common  expression,  converted  into  joint  stock  compa- 
nies, and  often  into  what  are  called  "  private  "  companies,  where  the 
whole  of  the  shares  are  held  by  the  former  partners.     It  appears  to 

/  /f  me  that  all  these  might  be  pronounced  "  schemes  to  enable  "  them  "  to 
(J  carry  on  business  in  the  name  of  the  company,  with  limited  liability," 

'     in  the  very  sense  in  which  those  words  are  used  in  the  judgment  of 
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the  Court  of  Appeal.     The  profits  of  the  concern  carried  on  by  the 
company  will  go  to  the  persons  whose  business  it  was  before  the 
transfer,  and  in  the  same  proportions  as  before,  the  only  difference 
being  that  the  liability  .of  those  who  take  the  profits  will  no  longer  be 
unlimited.     The  very  object  of  the  creation  of  the  company,  and  the 
transfer  to  it  of  the  business,  is  that,  whereas  the  liability  of  the  part- 
ners for  debts  incurred  was  without  limit,  the  liability  of  the  members 
for  the  debts  incurred  by  the  company  shall  be  limited.     In  no  other 
respect  is  it  intended  that  there  shall  be  any  difference ;  the  conduct 
of  the  business  and  the  division  of  the  profits  are  intended  to  be  the 
same  as  before.     If  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  be  pushed 
to  its  logical  conclusion  all  these  companies  must,  I  think,  be  held  to 
be  trustees  for  the  partners  who  transferred  the  business  to  them,  and 
those  partners  must  be  declared  liable,  without  limit,  to  discharge  the 
debts  of  the  company.     For  this  is  the  effect  of  the  judgment  as  re- 
gards the  respondent  company.     The  position  of  the  members  of  a 
company  is  just  the  same  whether  they  are  declared  liable  to  pay  the 
debts  incurred  by  the  company,  or  by  way  of  indemnity  to  furnish 
the  company  with  the  means  of  paying  them.     I  do  not  think  that 
the  learned  judges  in  the  court  below  have  contemplated  the  applica- 
tion of  their  judgment  to  such  cases  as  I  have  been  considering,  but  I 
can  see  no  .^olid  distinction  between  those  cases  and  the  present  one. 
It  is  said  that  the  respondent  company  is  a  "  one-man  "  company, 
and  that  in  this  respect  it  differs  from  such  companies  as  those  to 
which  I  have  referred.     But  it  has  often  happened  that  a  business 
transferred  to  a  joint  stock  company  has  been  the  property  of  three 
or  four  persons  only,  and  that  the  other  subscribers  of  the  memo- 
randum have  been  clerks  or  other  persons  who  possessed  little  or  no 
interest  in  the  concern.     I  am  unable  to  see  how  it  can  be  lawful  for 
tiiree  or  four  or  six  persons  to  form  a  company  for  the  purpose  of  em- 
ploying their  capital  in  trading,  with  the  benefit  of  limited  liability, 
and  not  for  one  person  to  do  so,  provided  in  each  case  the  require-  1 1  i 
ments  of  the  statute  have  been  complied  with,  and  the  company  has ' 


been  validly  constituted.     How  does  it  concern  the  creditor  whether 


the  capital  of  the  company  is  owned  by  seven  persons  in  equal  shares, 
with  the  right  to  an  equal  share  of  the  profits,  or  whether  it  is  almost 
entirely  owned  by  one  person  who  practically  takes  the  whole  of  the 
profits  ?     The  creditor  has  notice  that  he  is  dealing  with  a  company 
the  liability  of  the  members  of  which  is  limited,  and  the  register  of 
shareholders  informs  him  how  the  shares  are  held,  and  that  they  arel 
substantially  in  the  hands  of  one  person,  if  this  be  the  fact.     The  \ 
creditors  in  the  present  case  gave   credit  to  and  contracted  with  a  \ 
limited  company  ;  the  effect  of  the  decision  is  to  give  them  the  benefit 
as  regards  one  of  the  shareholders,  of  unlimited  liability.     I  have  said    I 
that  the  liability  of  persons  carrying  on  business  can  only  be  limited  / 
provided  the  requirements  of  the  statute  be  complied  with,  and  this^ 
leads  naturally  to  the  inquiry  what  are  those  requirements  ? 
The  Court  of  Appeal  has  declared  that  the  formation  of  the  respond- 
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ent  company  and  the  agreement  to  take  over  tlie  business  of  the  appel- 
lant, were  a  scheme  "  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
Companies  Act."  I  know  of  no  means  of  ascertaining  what  is  the 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  Companies  Act  except  by  examining  its 
provisions  and  finding  what  regulations  it  has  imposed  as  a  condition 
of  trading  with  limited  liability.  The  memorandum  must  state  the 
amount  of  the  capital  of  the  company  and  the  number  of  shares  into 
which  it  is  divided,  and  no  subscriber  is  to  take  less  than  one  share. 
The  shares  may,  however,  be  of  as  small  a  nominal  value  as  those  who 
form  the  company  please ;  the  statute  prescribes  no  minimum,  and 
though  there  must  be,  seven  shareholders,  it  is  enoughif  each  of  them 
holds  ongshare,  however  ssjall  its  denomination.  iJhe  Legislature 
therefore  clearly  sanctions  a  scheme  by  which  all  the  shares,  except 
six,  are  owned  by  a  single  individual,  and  these  six  are  of  a  value 
little  more  than  nomin^J 

It  was  said  that  in  tEe  present  case  the  six  shareholders  other  than 
the  appellant  were  mere  dujomies,  his  nominees,  and  held  their  shares 
in  trust  for  him.  I  will  assume  that  this  was  so.  In  my  opinion  it 
makes  no  difference.  The  statute  forbids  the  entry  in  the  register  of 
any  Jijust,  and  it  certainly  contains  no  enactment  that  each  of  the 
seven  persons  subscribing  the  memorandum  must  be  beneficially  en- 
titled to  the  share  or  shares  for  which  he  subscribes.  Whe  persons 
who  subscribe  the  memorandum  or  who  have  agreed  to  become  mem- 
bers of  the  company,  and  whose  names  are  on  the  register,  are  alone 
regarded  as,  and,  in  fact,  are,  the  shareholder)  They  are  subject  to 
all  the  liability  which  attaches  to  the  holdingof  the  share.  They  can 
be  compelled  to  make  any  payment  which  the  ownership  of  a  share 
involves.  Whether  they  are  beneficial  owners  or  bare  trustees  is  a 
matter  with  which  neither  the  company  nor  creditors  have  anything 
i  to  do ;  it  concerns  only  them  and  their  cestui  que  trust  if  they  have 
\iny.  If,  then,  in  the  present  case  all  the  requirements  of  the  statute 
were  complied  with,  and  a  company  was  effectually  constituted,  and 
this  is  the  hypothesis  of  the  judgment  appealed  from,  what  warrant 
is  there  for  saying  that  what  was  done  was  contrary  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  Companies  Act  ? 

I^Tt  may  be  that  a  company  constituted  like  that  under  consideration 
was  not  in  the  contemplation  of  the  Legislature  at  th«  time  when  the 
Act  authorizing  limited  liability  was  passed;  that  if  what  is  possible 
under  the  enactments  as  they  stand  had  been  foreseen,  a  minimum 
sum  would  have  been  fixed  as  the  least  denomination  of  share  per- 
missible, and  it  would  have  been  made  a  condition  that  each  of  the 
seven  persons  should  have  a  substantial  interest  in  the  company.  But 
we  have  to  interpret  the  law,  not  to  make  it ;  and  it  must  be  remem- 
bered that  no  one  need  trust  a  limited  liability  company  unless  he  so 
please,  and  that  before  he  does  so  he  can  ascertain^^f,  he  so  please, 
what  is  the  capital  of  the  company,  and  how  it  is  held.  J 

In  the  original  appeal,  order  appealed  from  reversed. 
In  the  cross  appeal,  order  appealed  from  affirmed. 
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1809.    5  Cranch,  U.  S.  61.1 

Ebeok  to  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Georgia. 

The  declaration  describes  the  plaintiffs  as  "  The  President,  Direc- 
tors and  Company,  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States,  .  .  .  estab- 
lished under  an  act  of  congress.  .  .  ."  At  the  close  of  the  declaration 
is  the  following  allegation  :  "And  your  petitioners  aver  that  they  are 
citizens  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  and  tae  said  Peter  Deveaux' 
ana  xnomas  Jtonertsnn  are  mtizpTis  nf  the  State  of  Georgia."" 

Plea  in  abatement,  denying  the  jurisdiction  of  the  U.  S.  Circuit 
Court.     Demurrer.     Judgment  for  defendants  upon  the  demurrer. 

Binney  and  Harper,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

P.  B.  Key,  and  Jones,  contra. 

Makshall,  C.  J.     Two  points  have  been  made  in  this  cause. 

1.  That  a  corporation  composed  of  citizens  of  one  State  may  sue  a 
citizen  of  another  State  in  the  federal  courts. 

2.  That  a  right  to  sue  in  those  courts  is  conferred  on  this  bank  by 
the  law  which  incorporates  it. 

The  last  point  will  be  first  considered.  .  . 

[The  court  holds,  that  no  right  is  conferred  on  the  bank,  by  the  act 
of  incorporation,  to  sue  in  the  federal  courts.] 

2.  The  other  point  is  one  of  much  more  difficulty. 

The  jurisdiction  of  this  court  being  limited,  so  far  as  respects  the 
character  of  the  parties  in  this  particular  case,  "  to  controversies  be- 
Ween  citizens  of  different  States,"  both  parties  must  be  citizens  to 
come  within  the  description. 

That  invisible,  intangible,  and  artificial  being,  that  mere  legal 
entity,  a  corporation  aggregate,  is  certainly  not  a  citizen  ;  and,  conse- 
quently, cannot  sue  or  be  sued  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States, 
unless  the  rights  of  the  members,  in  this  respect,  can  be  exercised  in 
their  corporate  name.  If  the  corporation  be  considered  as  a  mere 
faculty,  and  not  as  a  company  of  individuals,  who,  in  transacting 
their  joint  concerns,  may  use  a  legal  name,  they  must  be  excluded 
from  the  courts  of  the  Union.  ^ 

The  duties  of  this  court,  to  exercise  jurisdiction  where  it  is  conferred, 
and  not  to  usurp  it  where  it  is  not  conferred,  are  of  equal  obligation. 
The  constitution,  therefore,  and  the  law,  are  to  be  expounded,  without  a 
leaning  the  one  way  or  the  other,  according  to  those  general  principles 
which  usually  govern  in  the  construction  of  fundamental  or  other  laws. 
1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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A  eoDstitution,  from  its  nature,  deals  in  generals,  not  in  detail.  Its 
framers  cannot  perceive  minute  distinctions  -which  arise  in  the  pro- 
gress of  the  nation,  and  therefore  confine  it  to  the  establishment  of 
broad  and  general  principles. 

The  judicial  department  was  introduced  into  the  American  constitu- 
tion under  impressions,  and  with  views,  which  are  too  apparent  not  to 
be  perceived  by  all.  However  true  the  fact  may  be,  that  the  tribunals 
of  the  States  will  administer  justice  as  impartially  as  those  of  the 
nation,  to  parties  of  every  description,  it  is  not  less  true  that  the  con- 
stitution itself  either  entertains  apprehensions  on  this  subject,  or 
views  with  such  indulgence  the  possible  fears  and  apprehensions  of 
suitors,  that  it  has  established  national  tribunals  for  the  decision  of 
controversies  between  aliens  and  a  citizen,  or  between  citizens  of  dif- 
ferent States.  Aliens,  or  citizens  of  different  States,  are  not  less  sus- 
ceptible of  these  apprehensions,  nor  can  they  be  supposed  to  be  less 
the  objects  of  constitution^,!  provisions,  because  they  are  allowed  to 
sue  by  a  corporate  name.  That  name,  indeed,  cannot  be  an  alien  or  a 
citizen  ;  but  the  persons  whom  it  represents  may  be  the  one  or  the 
other ;  and  the  controversy  is,  in  fact  and  in  law,  between  those  per- 
sons suing  in  their  corporate  character,  by  their  corporate  name,  for 
a  corporate  right,  and  the  individual  against  whom  the  suit  may  be 
instituted.  Substantially  and  essentially,  the  parties  in  such  a  case, 
where  the  members  of  the  corporation  are  aliens,  or  citizens  of  a  differ- 
ent State  from  the  opposite  party,  come  within  the  spirit  and  terms  of 
the  jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  constitution  on  the  national  tribunals. 

Such  has  been  the  universal  understanding  on  the  subject.  Eepeat- 
edly  has  this  court  decided  causes  between  a  corporation  and  an  indi- 
vidual without  feeling  a  doubt  respecting  its  jurisdiction.  Those 
decisions  are  not  cited  as  authority ;  for  they  were  made  without  con- 
sidering this  particular  point ;  but  they  have  much  weight,  as  they 
show  that  this  point  neither  occurred  to  the  bar  or  the  bench ;  and 
that  the  common  understanding  of  intelligent  men  is  in  favor  of  the 
right  of  incorporated  aliens,  or  citizens  of  a  different  State  from  the 
defendant  to  sue  in  the  national  courts.  It  is  by  a  course  of  acute 
metaphysical  and  abstruse  reasoning,  which  has  been  most  ably  em- 
ployed on  this  occasion,  that  this  opinion  is  shaken. 

As  our  ideas  of  a  corporation,  its  privileges  and  its  disabilities,  are 
derived  entirely  from  the  English  books,  we  resort  to  them  for  aid,  in 
ascertaining  its  character.  It  is  defined  as  a  mere  creature  of  the 
law,  invisible,  intangible,  and  incorporeal.  Yet,  when  we  examine 
the  subject  further,  we  find  that  corporations  have  been  included 
within  terms  of  description  appropriated  to  real  persons. 

There  is  a  case,  however,  reported  in  12  Mod.  669,  which  is  thought 
precisely  in  point.  The  corporation  of  London  brought  a  suit  against 
Wood,  by  their  corporate  name,  in  the  mayor's  court.  The  suit  was 
brought  by  the  mayor  and  commonalty,  and  was  tried  before  the 
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mayor  and  aldermen.  The  judgment  rendered  in  this  cause  waa 
brought  before  the  court  of  king's  bench  and  reversed,  because  the 
court  was  deprived  of  its  jurisdiction  by  the  character  of  the  indi- 
viduals who  were  members  of  the  corporation. 

In  that  case  the  objection  that  a  corporation  was  an  invisible,  intan^ 
gible  thing,  a  mere  incorporeal  legal  entity,  in  which  the  characters  of 
the  individuals  who  composed  it  were  completely  merged,  was  urged 
and  was  considered.  The  judges  unanimously  declared  that  they  could 
look  beyond  the  corporate  name,  and  notice  the  character  of  the  indi- 
vidual. In  the  opinions,  which  were  delivered  seriatim,  several  cases 
are  put  which  serve  to  illustrate  the  principle  and  fortify  the  decision. 

The  case  of  The  Mayor  and  Commonalty  v.  Wood  is  the  stronger 
because  it  is  on  the  point  of  jurisdiction.  It  appears  to  the  court  to 
be  a  full  authority  for  the  case  now  under  consideration.  It  seems 
not  possible  to  distinguish  them  from  each  other. 

If,  then,  the  congress  of  the  United  States  had  in  terms  enacted 
that  incorporated  aliens  might  sue  a  citizen,  or  that  the  incorporated 
citizens  of  one  State  might  sue  a  citizen  of  another  State,  in  the  fed- 
eral courts,  by  its  corporate  name,  this  court  would  not  have  felt  itself 
justified  in  declaring  that  such  a  law  transcended  the  constitution. 

The  controversy  is  substantially  between  aliens,  suing  by  a  corpo- 
rate name,  and  a  citizen,  or  between  citizens  of  one  State,  suing  by  a 
corporate  name,  and  those  of  another  State.  When  these  are  said  to 
be  substantially  the  parties  to  the  controversy,  the  court  does  not 
mean  to  liken  it  to  the  case  of  a  trustee.  A  trustee  is  a  real  person 
capable  of  being  a  citizen  or  an  alien,  who  has  the  whole  legal  estate 
in  himself.  At  law,  he  is  the  real  proprietor,  and  he  represents  him- 
self and  sues  in  his  own  right.  ,  But  in  this  case  the  corporate  name 
represents  persons  who  are  members  of  the  corporation. 

If  the  constitution  would  authorize  congress  to  give  the  courts  of 
the  Union  jurisdiction  in  this  case,  in  consequence  of  the  character  of 
the  members  of  the  corporation,  then  the  Judicial  Act  ought  to  be 
construed  to  give  it.  Tor  the  term  citizen  ought  to  be  understood  as 
it  is  used  in  the  constitution,  and  as  it  is  used  in  other  laws.  That  is, 
to  describe  the  real  persons  who  come  into  court,  in  this  case,  under 
their  corporate  name. 

That  corporations  composed  of  citizens  are  considered  by  the  legis- 
lature as  citizens,  under  certain  circumstances,  is  to  be  strongly  in- 
ferred from  the  Eegistering  Act.  It  never  could  be  intended  that  an 
American  registered  vessel,  abandoned  to  an  insurance  company  com- 
posed of  citizens,  should  lose  her  character  as  an  American  vessel ; 
and  yet  this  would  be  the  consequence  of  declaring  that  the  members 
of  the  corporation  were,  to  every  intent  and  purpose,  out  of  view,  and 
merged  in  the  corporation. 

The  court  feels  itself  authorized  by  the  case  in  12  Mod.  (on  a  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction),  to  look  to  the  character  of  the  individuals  who 
compose  the  corporation,  and  they  think  that  the  precedents  of  this 


62  WASHINGTON  INS.   CO.   V.   PRICE. 

court,  though  they  -were  not  decisions  on  argument,  ought  not  t''  be 
absolutely  disregarded. 

If  a  corporation  may  sue  in  the  courts  of  the  Union,  the  court  is  Of 
opinion  that  the  averment  in  this  case  is  sufficient. 

Being  authorized  to  sue  in  their  corporate  name,  they  could  make 
the  averment,  and  it  must  apply  to  the  plaintiffs  as  individuals, 
because  it  could  not  be  true  as  applied  to  the  corporation. 

Judgment  reversed;  plea  in  abatement  overruled,  and  cause 
remanded. 

[In  1806,  the  Supreme  Court,  in  Strawhridge  v.  Curtiss,  3  Cranch 
(U.  S.),  267,  decided  that,  where  there  are  two  or  more  joint  plaintiffs 
and  two  or  more  joint  defendants,  each  of  the  plaintiffs  must  be 
capable  of  suing  each  of  the  defendants  in  the  U.  S.  courts,  in  order 
to  support  the  jurisdiction.  Strawbridge  was  a  citizen  of  Massachu- 
setts. One  of  the  defendants  was  a  citizen  of  Vermont ;  the  other 
defendants  were  citizens  of  Massachusetts.  Jleld,  that  the  U.  S.  court 
had  not  jurisdiction. 

A  logical  application  of  the  combined  principles  of  Strawbridge  v. 
Curtiss  and  Bank  v.  Deveaux  was  made  in  Commercial,  &e..  Bank  of 
Viclcsburg  v.  Slocomb  (a.  d.  1840),  14  Peters,  60.  The  plaintiffs,  citi- 
zens of  Louisiana,  brought  an  action  in  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Mississippi  against  a  Mississippi  corporation. 
The  defendant  pleaded  that  two  of  the  members  of  the  corporation 
were  citizens  of  Louisiana.  It  was  held,  that,  upon  the  facts  thus 
pleaded,  the  court  had  not  jurisdiction ;  the  court  saying  (in  effect) 
that  all  the  corporators  must  be  citizens  of  a  different  State  from  the 
opposite  party.] 


WASHINGTON   INSURANCE  CO.   v.  PEICE. 

1823.     1  Hopkins,  N.  Y.  Chancery  Reports,  1. 

[Before  Sanford,  Chancellor.] 

Sanford,  Chancellor,  was  a  stockholder  in  the  Washington  Insurance 
Company,  and  he  declined  to  hear  the  cause,  expressing  himself  as  fol- 
lows :  — 

The  sole  judge  of  this  court,  being  a  stockholder  in  the  incorporated 
company  which  institutes  this  suit,  can  he  proceed  or  act  as  judge  in 
the  cause? 

It  is  a  maxim  of  every  code,  in  every  country,  that  no  man  should 
be  judge  in  his  own  cause.  .  .  . 

But  it  has  been  said,  that  where  a  court  consisting  of  a  single  judge, 
has  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  of  a  suit,  a  failure  of  justice 
would  take  place  if  the  judge  should  not  act  in  his  own  cause. 

A  failure  of  justice  may  take  place  if  he  should  not  act ;  as  it  also 
may  occur  if  he  should  decide  his  own  cause :  but  it  belongs  to  the  power 
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which  created  such  a  court  to  provide  another  in  which  this  judge  may 
be  a  party ;  and  whether  another  tribunal  is  established  or  not,  he  at 
least  is  not  entrusted  with  authority  to  determine  his  own  rights  or  his 
own  wrongs. 

By  the  third  section  of  the  act  concerning  the  court  of  chancery,  it 
is  provided,  "  That  where  the  chancellor  shall  be  a  partv  to  a  suit  in 
chancery,  the  bill  shall  be  filed  before  the  chief  JflMce  of  the  state, 
who  shall  thereupon  proceed,  in  like  manner,  as  the  chancellor  could  oi 
right  do,  as  a  court  of  chancery  in  other  cases,  and  the  court  of  chan- 
cery shall  be  thereupon  held  in  that  case  before  the  chief  Justice,  and 
shall  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  same,  according  to  the  course 
and  usage  of  the  said  court." 

In  this  case,  an  incorporated  company  sues  by  its  corporate  name. 
The  company  consists  of  persons  who  are  joint  proprietors  of  a  com- 
mon fund  in  various  amounts ;  the  suit  is  the  act  of  these  persons  or 
their  oflBcers  ;  and  the  gain  or  loss  which  may  result  from  it  will  be  the 
gain  or  loss  of  each  stockholder,  according  to  the  extent  of  his  inter- 
est in  the  fund.  ,The_C2r£^ation  is  the  party  in.fprm  ;  the  stockhold- 
ers  are  _the  parties  m  substance.  When  a  corporation  is  thus  a  party 
to  a  suit,  It  IS  regarded  as  one  sole  party,  so  long  as  it  is  not  necessary 
to  the  ends  of  justice  that  the  persons  who  use  the  corporate  name 
should  be  disclosed.  But  whenever  the  ends  of  justice  require  that  the 
persons  who  use  the  name  of  a  corporation  should  be  known,  the  in- 
quiry is  made,  and  the  stockholders  and  their  officers  are  considered 
and  treated  as  they  are  in  fact,  the  real  litigants  in  the  suit. 

[The  learned  Chancellor  then  discusses  the  meaning  of  the  term 
"  party  "  in  the  statute,  and  concludes  that  the  provision]  extends  to 
all  cases  in  which  the  chancellor  is  a  party  to  a  suit,  and,  as  I  con- 
ceive, to  all  cases  in  which,  though  neither  complainant  nor  defendant, 
he  is  a  real  party  to  the  subject  of  litigation. 

Such  is  my  own  view  of  this  question ;  but  it  appears  that  my  im- 
mediate predecessor,  and  the  late  chief  Justice,  held  a  different  opin- 
ion. Their  opinion  is  found  in  the  case  of  Stewart  v.  The  Mechanics 
and  Farmers'  Bank,  19  John.  601.  In  that  case,  the  chancellor  was  a 
stockholder  in  the  bank ;  and  this  fact  appearing,  the  parties  con- 
sented that  the  hearing  of  the  cause  should  proceed.  Upon  a  consul- 
tation between  the  chancellor  and  the  chief  Justice,  they  were  both  of 
opinion  that  the  chancellor  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit  within  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statute ;  and  the  chancellor  proceeded  to  determine  the 
cause.  The  same  cause  was  removed  to  the  court  of  errors  ;  but  this 
question  was  not  raised  or  considered  in  that  court.  It  is  a  question 
which  has  not  been  determined  by  the  court  of  errors ;  but  it  has  been 
decided  by  the  opinions  of  two  of  our  most  eminent  judges.  I  have 
the  highest  respect  for  the  late  chancellor,  and  the  late  chief  Jus- 
tice. I  delight  to  honor  them  for  the  ability,  intelligence,  and  in- 
tegrity with  which  they  discharged  their  respective  trusts ;  and  I  feel 
that  I  have  strong  autliority,  when  I  am  able  to  produce  their  opin- 
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ions  in  support  of  my  own  decisions.  But  where  my  own  judgment 
is  clear  and  undoubting,  I  cannot  surrender  it  to  any  opinion  except 
that  of  a  superior  tribunal. 

My  opinion  is,  that  the  chancellor  is  a  party  to  a  suit  in  this  court 
by  or  against  a  corporate  company,  in  which  he  is  a  stockholder  ;  that 
such  a  suit  is  his  own  cause,  to  the  extent  of  his  interest  as  a  stock- 
holder ;  and  that  he  cannot  determine  such  a  suit.  I  am  also  of  opin- 
ion, that  the  chief  Justice  has  jurisdiction  of  such  suits ;  and  the 
circuit  courts  are  now  also  open  as  courts  of  equity. 

This  suit  having  been  instituted  before  I  was  chancellor,  I  merely 
direct  at  present,  that  all  proceedings  in  it  before  me  cease.  If  the 
suit  shall  proceed  before  the  chief  Justice,  it  will  be  determined,  as  if 
it  had  been  commenced  before  him,  according  to  the  statute. 


UNITED   STATES   v.   MILWAUKEE   EEFEIGERATOE 
TRANSIT   CO.   ETAL. 

1905.     :42  Fed.  247. 

Sanbokn,  District  Judge.  This  is  a  bill  in  equity  for  an  injtinction 
to  prevent  the  payment  of  alleged  rebates  on  freight,  brought  under 
Elkins  Act,  February  19,  1903,  c.  708,  32  Stat.  847  [U.  S.  Comp.  St. 
Supp.  1905,  p.  599].  The  defence  outlined  in  argument  of  the  demur- 
rers is  that  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  bill  that  the  alleged  rebates 
were  not  paid  back  to  the  shipper  (the  brewing  company),  but  to  the 
Refrigerator  Transit  Company,  and,  in  substance  and  effect,  nothing 
more  is  shown  than  the  payment  to  a  soliciting  agent  (the  transit 
company)  of  a  commission  of  an  eighth  or  tenth  of  the  published  tariff 
rates,  thus  showing,  in  real  effect,  acts  neither  unlawful,  immoral,  nor 
injurious.  A  motion  is  also  made  on  behalf  o:^  the  brewing  company 
to  strike  out  certain  allegations  averring  prior  and  disconnected  illegal 
acts  on  its  part,  said  to  be  material  in  proof,  to  characterize  the  acts 
of  its  principal  officers  and  managers  in  organizing  the  transit  com- 
pany, and  rebut  the  theory  that  the  moneys  paid  by  the  carriers  to 
the  transit  company  were  paid  as  commissions  for  obtaining  the  busi- 
ness and  not  as  prohibited  rebates. 

The  provisions  of  section  10  of  the  interstate  commerce  act,  the  act 
of  1889  (Act  March  2,  1889,  25  Stat.  857  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901, 
p.  3160]),  and  the  Elkins  Act,  may  be  thus  summarized :  — 

Section  10,  Interstate  Commerce  Act. 

Common  carriers,  and  the  officers  of  such  as  are  corporations,  re- 
ceivers, agents,  etc.,  of  such  corporations,  are  prohibited  from  giving 
rebates,  preferences,  and  advantages,  and  making  unjust  discrimina- 
tions, and  are  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment.     Under  this  sec- 
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tion  only  the  agents  of  corporate  carriers,  and  not  the  carriers  them- 
selves, were  punishable.     U.  S.  v.  Mich.  Cent.  R.  Co.,  (D.  C.)  43  Fed.  26. 

Act  of  1889. 

Agents  of  carriers :  Any  common  carrier,  and  officers  and  agents 
of  corporation  carriers,  who  by  means  of  false  billing,  classification, 
weighing,  or  other  device  or  means,  shall  assist,  suffer,  or  permit  any 
one  to  obtain  transportation  at  less  than  established  rates,  shall  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment. 

Shippers :  Any  person  or  corporation  agent  shipping  property, 
who  shall  knowingly,  by  false  billing,  classification,  etc.,  or  other  de- 
vice or  means,  with  or  without  the  carrier's  consent  or  connivance, 
obtain  carriage  at  less  than  suchestablished__ratfis,  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  fraud,  declared  to  be  a  misdemeanor,  punishable  by  fine  and 
imprisonment. 

Bribery  to  obtain  unjust  discrimination :  Any  such  person,  officer, 
etc.,  who  shall  by  paying  money  or  thing  of  value,  or  by  solicitation, 
induce  a  carrier  to  discriminate  unjustly  in  his  favor  as  against  other 
shippers,  or  aid  or  abet  such  discrimination,  he  shall  be  deemed  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment. 

Tort  action :  Shippers  discriminated  against  are  given  action  for 
damages  against  such  person,  officer,  etc.,  as  well  as  the  carrier. 

Corporation  carriers  themselves,  it  will  be  noticed,  are  not  within 
the  penalties  of  these  acts  ;  and  the  defence  that  the  supposed  discrimi- 
nation was  made  not  under  like  circumstances  and  conditions  was  al- 
ways available.  ^^  ' 
Elkins  Act  of  1903. 

Corporation  carriers  are  made  liable  to  the  same  extent  as  were 
their  agents  under  the  earlier  statutes,  but  subject  to  fine  only,  not 
imprisonment.  Their  wilful  failure  to  publish  tariffs  or  rates,  or 
strictly  observe  them,  is  a  misdemeanor  punishable  by  fine.  It  is  made 
unlawful  and  punishable  for  any  person  or  corporation  to  offer,  grant, 
or  give,  or  to  solicit,  accept,  or  receive,  or  offer  so  to  do,  any  rebate, 
concession,  or  discrimination  in  respect  of  transportation  in  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce  by  common  carriers  within  the  former  statutes, 
whereby  any  such  property  shall,  by  any  device  whatever,  be  carried 
at  less  than  the  published  tariff  rate.  Offences  under  the  earlier  acts, 
followed  by  convictions  after  this  act,  are  punishable  only  by  fine. 
The  acts  or  omissions  of  agents  are  deemed  the  acts  or  omissions 
of  the  carrier  also.  Th^jublished  rate  is  made  conclusive,  and  any 
departure  therefrom  punishable.  Suits  in  equity  by  the  commission, 
as  well  as  those  directed  by  the  Attorney-General,  are  authorized,  and 
the  provisions  of  the  expedition  act  and  anti-trust  act  are  made  ap- 
plicable. It  will  be  observed  that  this  act  makes  the  corporation  car- 
riers themselves  liable,  eliminates  the  question  of  like  circumstances 
and  conditions  by  making  the  published  rate  conclusive,  and  abolishes 
punishment  by  imprisonment. 
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In  effect  the  bill  in  this  ease  is  claimed  to  charge  the  creation  by 
a  shipper  of  a  dummy  corporation  as  a  device  to  cover  rebates  on 
large  shipments  of  beer  in  interstate  and  foreign  traffic.  The  carriers 
which  are  charged  with  paying  the  rebates  are  joined  as  defendants, 
and  some  of  them  have  filed  general  demurrers  for  want  of  equity  in 
the  bill.  The  Pabst  Brewing  Company  has  also  moved  to  strike  out 
tlie  following  paragraph :  — 

"That  until  the  passage  and  promulgation. of  the  act  of  Congress 
entitled  'An  act  to  further  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations 
and  states,'  approved  February  19,  1903,  said  defendant  Pabst  Brew- 
ing Company  had,  through  the  agency  of  said  Gustav  Gr.  Pabst  and 
Frederick  Pabst,  habitually  received  from  many  of  the  railroads  and 
common  carriers,  which  so  transported  the  beer  and  other  articles  so 
shipped  by  it  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin  into  foreign  countries  and 
states  other  than  Wisconsin,  rebates  and  concessions  and  other  discrim- 
inations." 

The  bill,  after  stating  that  the  Pabst  Brewing  Company,  Milwaukee 
Refrigerator  Transit  Company,  and  Wisconsin  Central  Railway  Com- 
pany are  Wisconsin  corporations,  and  the  other  defendants  foreign 
corporations,  that  the  Attorney-General  has  directed  these  proceedings, 
that  the  shipments  originate  in  Milwaukee  and  continue  in  other  states 
and  countries,  contains  the  following  allegations,  here  given  in  brief 
outline  (the  figures  refer  to  the  numbered  paragraphs  of  the  bill)  :  — 

(11)  The  transit  company  was,  on  October  7,  1903,  organized,  inter 
alia,  to  operate  refrigerator  cars  on  defendants'  and  other  lines.  It 
owns  or  controls  540  such  cars.  It  was  conceived,  and  is  operated,  as 
defendants'  carriers  well  knew,  as  a  device  to  cover  the  receiving  of 
rebates,  concessions,  and  discriminations,  to  wit,  an  eighth  or  tenth  of 
the  published  rate ;  whereby  the  traffic  is  carried  at  less  than  published 
rates.  Such  rebates  are  paid  and  accepted  under  the  pretence,  claim, 
and  guise  of  "  commissions,"  and  amount  to  large  sums  to  complainants 
unknown.  • 

(12)  The  transit  company  was  incorporated  by  procurement  of  the 
attorneys  of  the  brewing  company,  and  at  its  instance  and  request, 
with  a  capital  of  f  150,000,  having  five  directors,  and  with  power  to 
acquire  and  operate  refrigerator  cars,  and  contract  for  the  supply  and 
operation  of  refrigerator  transportation  by  land  and  water. 

(13)  The  brewing  company  is  a  Wisconsin  corporation  operating 
a  large  brewery,  and  selling  and  shipping  beer  into  all  the  states  and 
territories  and  to  purchasers  in  foreign  countries.  It  has  a  capital  of 
$10,000,000  or  10,000  shares.  Gustav  Pabst  and  Fred  Pabst  are 
brothers,  owning  2000  shares,  and  with  their  mother  and  sisters  over 
half  of  the  stock.  They  vote  and  control  a  majority  of  the  stock,  and 
have  always  directed  and  controlled  the  election  of  directors,  and  their 
action ;  they  have  been  and  are  its  president,  vice-president,  and  gen- 
eral managers,  and  have  always  controlled  all  its  sales,  purchases,  and 
shipments. 
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(14)  (Here  occurs  the  passage  above  quoted  as  to  rebates  prior  to 
tbe  Elkins  Act.)  Upon  the  passage  of  that  act  the  brewing  company 
was  no  longer  able  to  directly  secure  rebates,  and  cast  about  for  some 
device  to  evade  the  statute,  and  the  Pabsts,  as  such  officers,  and  one 
Howe,  as  traffic  manager,  intending  to  contrive  and  operate  a  device 
for  such  evasion,  caused  the  transit  company  to  be  formed.  Of  its 
1500  shares,  1340  were  issued  to  the  two  Pabsts,  35  shares  to  Fred 
Pabst's  wife,  and  the  balance  to  dummy  directors,  to  give  color  to  the 
claim  that  its  stock  was  not  owned  by  the  brewing  company.  After 
investigation  by  the  interstate  commerce  commission  in  May,  1905, 
Gustav  Pabst  transferred  his  stock  in  the  transit  company  to  Fred 
Pabst,  and  had  some  person  elected  director  in  his  place;  but  such 
acts  were  colorable  merely,  he  still  retaining  a  large  pecuniary  interest 
in  the  corporation,  and  participating  in  its  control. 

(d  5)  Immediately  on  the  creation  of  the  transit  company  the  Pabsts, 
as  controlling  officers  of  the  brewing  company,  contracted  with  them- 
selves as  executive  officers  of  the  transit  company,  for  a  term  not  yet 
expired,  to  give  the  latter  exclusive  control  of  the  shipment  of  all 
freight  of  the  brewing  company  moving  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce,  which  it  is  still  exercising.  The  contract  was  made  to 
enable  the  transit  company  to  route  the  shipment  of  such  freight  on 
the  lines  of  such  companies  as  will  pay  rebates,  and  withhold  it  from 
such  as  will  not ;  and  all  the  rebates,  concessions,  and  discriminations 
charged  in  the  bill  have  been  exacted  by  threats  of  such  diversion. 
Many  thousand  tons  of  said  freight  have  been  hauled  by  defendant 
carriers  since  the  contract  was  made.  On  such  shipments  the  brewing 
company  pays  to  the  carriers  the  full  tariff  rate,  and  the  carriers  pay 
the  transit  company  for  use  of  its  refrigerator  cars  for  mileage  three 
fourths  of  a  cent  to  a  cent  per  mile,  and  in  addition  an  eighth  or  tenth 
of  the  sums  paid  them  by  the  brewing  company  ;  and  in  every  instance 
the  property  is  transported  by  defendant  carriers  at  an  eighth  or  tenth 
less  than  the  published  tariff.  Such  rebates  amount  to  many  thou- 
sands of  dollars,  the  exact  sum  unknown  to  complainants. 

(16)  All  the  defendant  carriers  well  knew  that  the  transit  company 
was  organized  in  the  interest  of  the  brewing  company,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  evading  the  law,  and  paid  such  rebates  with  the  like 
purpose  and  intent. 

(18)  The  transit  company  claims  and  pretends  that  such  repayments 
were  made  and  accepted  as  compensation  for  its  services  in  soliciting 
and  procuring  freight  for  carriage  by  defendants ;  but  such  claim  or 
pretence  is  untrue.  The  transit  company  has  entire  control  of  all  the 
shipping  business  of  the  brewery,  comprising  almost  the  entire  business 
of  the  transit  company,  which  it  does  not  solicit ;  the  only  possible 
consideration  moving  from  it  to  the  carrier  being  its  refraining  to 
divert  the  business.  All  such  renavments  have  always  been  known 
to  all  said  parties  to  be  a  device  for  jinlawful_Egbate,  concession,  and 
discrimination.    But  such  payments  constitute  unlawful  concession 
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and  discrimination,  whether  or  not  the  transit  company  solicits  the 
shipmentS7-wilicE7iI"not_so~solicited  and  procured,  would  be  diverted 
from  the  cai^rier  so  paying. 

[After  disposing  of  another  point.]  It  is  further  essential,  to  bring 
the  case  within  the  law,  that  the  repayments  be  made  to  the  brewing 
company,  o;:Jor  its_benefit,  directly  qr^iudirectly,  and  not 'merely  to 
third  personsfor^bteinhlg  theja^siness^^  the  repayment  is 

no  more  than  asalary  or  other  expense  incident  to  the  carrier's  busi- 
ness. The  remaining  question,  then,  is  whether  this  is  suificiently 
shown  in  the  bill.  It  is  forcibly  argued  that  the  bill  carefully  avoids 
the  statement  that  the  brewing  company  received  the  money  repaid, 
or  even  that  it  was  paid  back  for  its  benefit ;  and  that  the  two  cor- 
porations are  not  only  distinct  legal  entities,  but  have  different  stock- 
holders. The  biUshowS"  the  creation)  by  the  controUinglnterests  of 
the  brewing  company,  of  a  dummy  corporation,  with  dummy  directors, 
and  scienter  of  its  character  by  the  carriers,  with  intent  to  evade  the 
law.  It  is  argued  that  these  averments  show  that  the  transit  com- 
pany is  merely  the  alter  ego  of  the  brewing  corporation ;  both  being 
substantially  identical  in  interest  and  control,  and  the  brewing  com- 
pany the  ultimate  beneficiary,  in  some  form,  of  the  operations  in 
question.  Now  is  not  this  the  usual  device  of  a  shipper  securing 
iscrimination  by  manipulation  of  carriers  in  which  it  is  interested  ? 

That  the  transit  company  is  controlled  by  the  managing  agents  of 
the  brewing  company  is  entirely  clear.  But  is  it  controlled  by  the 
shipper  corporation  ?  The  solution  of  this  question  depends  on 
whether  the  brewing  corporation,  in  a  case  like  this,  is  an  association 
of  individuals,  rather  than  a  legal  entity  apart  from  those  who  own 
and  control  it.  \'So  doubt  the  general  rule  that  a  corporation  is  a 
legal  entity,  an  institution,  artificial,  intangible,  existing  only  by  legal 
contemplation,  and  separate  and  apart  from  its  constituents,  is  firmly 
imbedded  in  the  common  law  of  this  country!/  It  has  been  so  laid  down 
in  hundreds  of  cases.  In  the  Dartmouth  College  Case  Chief  Justice 
Marshall  adopted  and  expressed  it,  almost  in  the  exact  language  of 
Lord  Coke,  in  Coke  on  Littleton,  27b ;  and  this  definition  has  been 
universally  approved,  especially  in  cases  involving  the  extent  of  the 
corporate  powers. 

It  is,  however,  most  significant  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  was  the^st  to  break  away  from  the  notion  that  a 
corporation  is  only  a  legal  entity,  when  its  literal  application  would 
operate  with  injusticeT^  If  a  corporation  is  only  a  legal  entity,  of 
course,  it  cannot  be  a  citizen  of  a  state.  Hence  the  Supreme  Court, 
in  order  to  sustain  the  most  important  and  far-reaching  jurisdiction 
of  the  national  courts  over  corporations,  depending  on  the  citizenship 
of  the  parties,  was  obliged  to  adopt  some  other  theory  of  corporate 
constitution  than  that  laid  down  by  the  great  chief  justice.  This  was 
accomplished  by  holding  that  a  corporation  is  an  association  of  per- 
sons who  may  have  citizenship,  and  following  this  with  the  adoption 
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of  a  fiction  of  law,  supported  by  a  conclusive  presumption,  by  which 
the  members  of  a  corporation  are  conclusively  presumed  to  be  citizens 
of  the  state  creating  it.  Hope  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boardman,  5  Cranch,  57, 
3  L.  Ed.  36 ;  Louisville,  etc.,  B.  Co.  v.  Letson,  2  How.  497, 11  L.  Ed. 
353 ;  Marshall  v.  R.  Co.,  16  How.  314,  14  L.  Ed.  953.  In  reaching 
these  results,  the  court,  in  answering  the  argument  that  a  corporation 
is  an  artificial  person,  a  mere  legal  entity,  invisible  and  intangible, 
said  that  it  was  not  reasonable  that  those  who  deal  with  corporate 
affairs  or  agents  should  be  deprived  of  the  valuable  privilege  of  liti- 
gating in  the  federal  courts  by  a  syllogism,  or  rather  sophism  which 
deals  subtly  with  words  and  names,  without  regard  to  the  things  or 
persons  they  are  used  to  represent.  16  How.  327,  14  L.  Ed.  953. 
"Eor  all  purposes  of  acting,  contracting,  and  judicial  remedy,"  said 
Mr.  Justice  Grier,  "  they  can  speak,  act,  and  plead  only  through  their 
representatives  or  curators."  Id.  Thus  the  idea  that  a  corporation 
is,  for  some  purposes,  an  aggregation  of  individuals,  and  not  a  legal 
entity,  was  adopted,  through  a  fiction  of  law,  and  given  full  effect. 
It  was  the  same  kind  of  fiction  by  which  the  English  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer usurped  jurisdiction  by  permitting  an  allegation  that  plaintiff 
was  the  king's  debtor,  and  then  allowing  no  one  to  deny  it. 

But  when  the  case  of  a  consolidated  corporation  incorporated  in 
two  or  more  states,  having  the  same  stockholders,  arose,  the  Supreme 
Court  partially  returned  to  the  rule  that  a  corporation  is  a  legal  entity, 
existing  only  in  contemplation  of  law.  And  it  was  held  that  there 
are  as  many  corporations  as  there  are  states  in  which  the  same  group 
of  persons  is  incorporated  In  each  of  such  states  it  is  conclusively 
presumed  that  the  shareholders  are,  for  jurisdictional  purposes,  citi- 
zens of  that  state  alone.  Hence,  a  citizen  of  Illinois  cannot  in  Illinois 
sue  in  a  federal  court  the  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Eailway  Company, 
consolidated  by  incorporation  in  both  Illinois  anc^  Wisconsin  ;  but  he 
may  do  so  in  Wisconsin.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Wheeler,  1  Black,  286,  17 
L.  Ed.  IZQ ;  Railwaij  Co.  v.  Whitton,  13  Wall.  270,  28.3,  "20  L.  Ed.' 571. 
iTOTs  result  was  reached  by  applying  tne  rule  that  the  legal  entity 
existing  by  force  of  law  can  have  no  existence  beyond  the  state  or 
sovereignty_which  brings  it  into  life  and  indues  it  with  its  faculties 
and  powers^  Id.  «£It  is  true  that  for  certain  purposes  the  law  will 
recognize  the  corporation  as  an  entity  distinct  from  the  individual 
stockholders ;  but  that  fiction  is  only  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of 
working  out  the  lawful  objects  of  the  corporation.  It  is  never  resorted 
to  when  it  would  work  an  injury  to  any  one,  or  allow  the  corporation 
to  perpetrate  a  fraud  upon  anybod^^  \JTeld  that  stock  in  one  cor- 
poration directed  by  another  corporation  to.  be  issued  to  the  stock- 
holders of  the  latter,  and  paid  for  by  it,  was  in  reality  received  by  the 
corporationX  The  Sportsman  Shot  Co.  v  American  Shot  &  Lead  Co., 
(Superior  dourt  of  Cincinnati)  30  Wkly.  Law  Bui.  87  ;  State  v.  Stand- 
ard Oil  Co.,  49  Ohio^t.  137,  177,  30  N.  E.  279,  15  L.  E.  A.  145,  34 
Am.  St.  Kep.  541.'V"rhe  abstract  idea  of  a  corporation,  the  legal 
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entity,  the  impalpable  and  intangible  creation  of  human  thought,  is 
itself  a  fiction,  and  has  been  appropriately  described  as  a  figure  of 
speech.  It  serves  very  well  to  designate  in  our  minds  the  collective 
action  and  agency  of  many  individuals  as  permitted  by  the  law ;  and 
the  substantial  inquiry  always  is  what  in  a  given  case  has  been  that 
collective  action  and  agency  ?  "  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Re- 
fining Co.,  121  ]Sr.  Y.  582,  621,  2"4  N.  E.  834,  9  L.  E.  A.  33,  18  Am.  St. 
Eep.  843.  "  A  corporation  is  an  artificial  person,  created  by  law  as 
the  representative  of  those  persons,  natural  or  artificial,  who  contribute 
to  and  become  the  holders  of  shares  in  the  property  intrusted  to  it 
for  a  common  purpose.  .  .  .  It  is  exclusively  the  work  of  the 
law."  In  re  Gibb's  Estate,  167  Pa.  69,  27  Atl.  383,  22  L.  E.  A.  276, 
281.  "  Corporations  are  but  associations  of  individuals."  Hightower 
V.  Thornton,  8  Ga.  492,  62  Am.  Dec.  412;  1  Kyd  on  Corp.  13.  ^ho, 
in  law,  constitute  the  companj^  if  it  be  not  the  stockholders  ? " 
Gelpcke  v.  Blake,  19  Iowa,  268. 1  f^  private  corporation  is,  in  fact, 
but  an  association  of  iudividuaKunited  for  a  lawful  purpose  and  per- 
mitted to  use  a  common  name  intheir  business,  and  to  have  a  change 
of  members  in  their  businessJD  Field,  J.,  in  Kansas  Pacific  v. 
Atchison  Railroad,  112  U.  S.  414,  6  Sup.  Ct.  208,  28  L.  Ed  794.  IjDn 
the  other  hand,  when  dealing  with  the  question  of  corporate  power, 
the  Supreme  Court  has  gone  so  far  as  to  hold  that  a. contract  ultra 
vires  .gf  the  corporation,  although  assented  to  by  all  the  stockholders, 
is  voidA  Oregon  Railway  &  Navigation  Co.  v.  Oregonian  Ry.  Co.,  130 
V^.%^  Sup.  Ct.  409,  32  L.  Ed.  837. 

\jK  stockholder  owning  nearly  all  the  stock  cannot  bind  the  cor- 
poration by  a  contract  made  in  his  individual  capacity.  \  Donoghue  v. 
I.  &  L.  M.  Ry.  Co.,  87  Mich.  13,  49  N.  W.  512;  FinUf^hoe  &  Leajther 
Co.  v.  Ky^,  34  Mich.  89 ;  England  v.  Dearborn,  141  Mass.  690,  6  N, 
E.  837.  [It  seems  ttat  an  act  of  all  the  stockholders,  as  individuals, 
binds  the  corporation,  as  no  one  can  objectTj^MmcZyv.  Iron  Co.,  38 
Ohio  St.  300  feortgage  by  all  but  one  stockMlder,  to  the  remaining 
one,  of  corporate  prope£ty,  executed  in  the  individual  names  of  the 
stockholders,  held  valid^  [Jl  corporation,  from  one  point  of  view, 
may  be  considered  an  entity,  without  regard  to  its  shareholders,  yet 
the  fact  remains  self-evident  that  it  is  not  in  reality  a  person  or  thing 
distinct  from  its  consistent  parts.  The  word  corporation  is  but  a 
collective  name  for  the  members  who  compose  the  association^  Home 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Barber,  (Neb.)  93  N.  W.  1024,  60  L.  E.  A.  927 ;  City 
of  Nashville  v.  Ward,  16  Lea,  27 ;  People  v.  North  River,  etc.,  Co., 
?  (Sup.)  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  401,  2  L.  E.  A.  33 ;  Ford  v.  Chicago  Milk  Ship- 
per^ Ass'n,  166  111.  166,  39  N.  E.  651,  27  L.  E.  A.  298 ;  First  Nat.  Bk. 
V.  Trebein  Co.,  69  Ohio  St.  316,  52  N.  E.  834;  Buffalo  Loan,  etc.,  Co. 
V.  Medina  Gas,  etc.,  (7o.r7(Sup.)  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  781.  If  any  ^n- 
eral  rule  can  be  laid  down,  in  the  present  state  of  authority,  it  is  that 
a  corporation  wilLJbe  looked  upon  as  a  legal  frntity  as  a  genera.1  rnTe, 
and  until  sufficient  reason  to  the  contrary  appears;  but,  when  the 
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notion  of  legal  entity  is  used  to  defeat  public  convenience,  justify 
wrong,  protectfraud,  or  defend  crinifj  ^^'^  T"-^  ^'^iH  rftgarij  the  cor- 
_goration  as  an  association  of  personj.  This  much  may  be  expressed 
without  approving  the  theory  that  the  legal  entity  is  a  fiction,  or  a 
mere  mental  creation ;  or  that  the  idea  of  invisibility  or  intangibility 
is  a  sophism.  A  corporation,  as  expressive  of  legal  rights  and  powers, 
is  no  more  fictitious  or  intangible  than  a  man's  right  to  his  own  home 
or  his  own  liberty. 

Applying  the  rule  here  laid  down  to  the  circumstances  shown  to 
surround  the  brewing  company  and  transit  company,  can  it  be  doubted 
that  there  really  £§7111  substance  and  effect,  an  identity  of  interest,  or 
that  the  brewing  company,  considered  as  an  association  of  individuals, 
really  owns  and  fully  controls  the  transit  company?^  pr  that  the 
payment  of  the  eighth  or  tenth  of  the  rate  is  in  reality,  and  in  some 
form,  a  payment  to,  or  for  the  benefit  of,  the  shipper^?)  I  think  suffi- 
cient is  alleged  to  show  this,  ^^oreover,  it  clearly  appears  that  the 
shipper  practically  controls  the  transit  company,  and  I  think  this 
shows  a  sufficient  identity  of  interest  among  the  shareholders  of  both 
in  these  repayments  to  make  them  rebates,  if  paid  and  received  with 
unlawful  intentALrt  is  said  that  the  procurement  of  the  shipments 
through  the  contract  is  the  mere  soliciting  of  them  for  the  carriers,  for 
which  they  are  lawfully  authorized  to  pay  a  part  of  the  rate,  in  order 
to  get  the  business ;  and  the  transit  company,  owning  a  large  number 
of  refrigerator  cars,  and  wishing  to  keep  them  employed,  simply  gives 
the  freight  to  those  competing  shippers  who  will  make  the  best  terms, 
the  business  being  of  great  yolume,  and  the  sums  paid  for  freights 
large)  15ut  this  theory  of  innocence  is  exploded  by  the  fact,  as  alleged 
(whatever  the  actual  proof  may  show),  that  the  transit  company  is  a 
mere  separate  name  for  the  brewing  company,  being  in  fact  the  same 
collection  of  persons  and  interests^  Assuming  the  truth  of  the  ayer- 
ments,  the  device  adopted  is  "neither  new,  nor  deserving  of  new 
success."  As  the  patent  lawyers  say  of  an  aggregation,  there  is  no 
new  mode  of  operation,  new  use,  or  new  result  —  simply  the  use  of  old 
things  in  a  different  situation. 

There  is,  no  doubt,  some  tendency  in  these  days  to  accept  general 
and  vague  charges  of  wrong-doing  on  the  part  of  the  corporations  at  a 
premium.  Much  has  happened  to  arouse  public  feeling  on  this  sensi- 
tive subject.  For  many  years  transportation  development  was  encour- 
aged in  every  possible  way.  The  municipal  aid  craze  was  an  early 
form  of  such  stimulation.  Praise  for  those  who  were  seeking  com- 
mand of  the  trade  of  the  world  was  unstinted  and  without  dissent, 
and  criticism  forgotten.  But  now  that  we  are  beginning  to  feel  the 
tyranny  of  arbitrary  and  overwhelming  industrial  and  commercial 
power,  the  tendency  is  to  go  to  the  other  extreme,  and  it  becomes  easy 
to  excite  prejudice  leading  to  injustice.  The  courts  will  no  doubt  be 
somewhat  influenced  by  such  tendency ;  but  so  far  as  possible  it  is 
for  them  to  keep  fundamental  rules  steadily  in  view,  and  with  dis- 
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crimination  and  careful  reflection  see  to  it  that  injustice  is  prevented. 
Joseph  Cooke  once  facetiously  said  that  he  had  never  travelled  in 
Pennsylvania,  but  had  often  visited  the  domains  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Company.  These  and  other  like  domains  are  now  subject  to 
widespread  attack ;  but  it  will  not  be  forgotten  that  they  are  our  do- 
mains, and,  if  they  are  being  despoiled,  the  spoliation  is  the  work  of 
our  trustees,  who  must  indeed  be  brought  to  book,  but  the  trust  prop- 
erty  at  the  same  time  preserved.  -         /  A  *a     1/  ^Jjr^  Y 

NORTHERN   SECURITIES  COMPANY  v.  UNITED   STATES. 

1903.    193  U.  8.  197. 

Me.  Justice  Harlan.  Summarizing  the  principal  facts,  it  is  in- 
disputable]upon  this  record  that  under  the  leadership  of  the  defendants 
Hill  and  Morgan  the  stockholders  of  the  Great  Northern  and  North- 
ern Pacific  Railway  corporations,  having  competing  and  substantially 
parallel  lines  from  the  Great  Lake^  and  the  Mississippi  River  to  the 
Pacific  Ocean  at  Puget  Sound  combined  and  conceived  the  scheme  of 
organizing  a  corporation  under  the  laws  of  New  Jersey,  which  should 
hold  the  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  constituent  companies,  such  share- 
holders, in  lieu  of  their  shares  in  those  companies,  to  receive,  upon  an 
agreed  basis  of  value,  shares  in  the  holding  corporation ;  that  pursuant 
to  such  combination  the  Northern  Securities  Company  was  organized 
as  the  holding  corporation  through  which  the  scheme  should  be  ex- 
ecuted; and  under  that  scheme  such  holding  corporation  has  become 
the  holder  —  more  properly  speaking,  the  gjigtodian  —  of  more  than 
nine  tenths  of  the  stock  of  the  Northern  Pacific,  anH  more  than  three 
fourths  of  the  stock  of  the  Great  Northern,  the  stockholders  of  the 
companies  who  deliver  their  stock  receiving  upon  the  agreed  b^ipis 
shares  of  stock  in  the  holding  corporation.  The  stockholders  of  these 
two.conipeting  companies  disappeared,  as  sucn^  for  t'lie  moiSent7  but 
immediately  j^ppe^red, ^^stocklioTclers" of  tlieliolding'cqnipany  which 

"was  .thereafter  tq^  guard  theinterests  of  both  sets  of  TEockholders  as  a 
unit,  and  tajnanageu.(tt.Jiajia£LlS:T3^  '  tfOthr'HirSs  of  railroa,d  as 

i,,2rt^eldi»,.o?4g,,fijgjig»;sAi£.  Necessarily  by  this  combination  or  arrange- 
ment the  holding  company  in  the  fullest  sense  dominates  the  situation 
in  the  interest  of  those  who  were  stockholders  of  the  constituent  com- 
panies ;  as  much  so,  for  every  practical  purpose,  as  if  it  had  been  itselt 
a  railroad  corporation  which  had  built,  owned,  and  operated  both  lines 
for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  its  stockholders.  Necessarily,  also,  the 
constituent  companies  ceased,  under  such  a  combination,  to  be  in 
active  competition  for  trade  and  commerce  along  their  respective  lines, 
and  have  become,  practically,  one  powerful  consolidated  corporation, 
by  the  name  of  a  holding  corporation  the  principal,  if  not  the  sole, 


UOETHERN  SECURITIES   COMPANY  V.    UNITED  STATES.  73 

object  for  the  formation  of  which  was  to  carry  out  the  purpose  of  the 
original  combination  under  which  competition  between  the  constituent 
companies  would  cease.  Those  who  were  stockholders  of  the  Great 
Northern  and  Northern  Pacific  and  became  stockholders  in  the  hold- 
ing company  are  now  interested  in  preventing  all  competition  between 
the  two  lines,  and  as  owners  of  stock  or  oi  certificates  of  itock  in  the 
holding  company,  they  will  see  to  it  that  no  competition  is  tolerated. 
They  will  take  care  that  no  persons  are  chosen  directors  of  the  hold- 
ing company  who  will  permit  competition  between  the  constituent  com- 
panies. The  result  of  the  combination  is  that  all  the  earnings  of  the 
constituent  companies  make  a  common  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  North- 
ern Securities  Company  to  be  distributed,  not  upon  the  basis  of  the 
earnings  of  the  respective  constituent  companies,  each  acting  exclu- 
sively in  its  own  interest,  but  upon  the  basis  of  the  certificates  of 
stock  issued  by  the  holding  company.  No  scheme  or  device  could 
more  certainly  come  within  the  words  of  the  act —  "  combination  in 
the  f opiyrf. a-toasjt, ,9^.fttifae JgJJsa..^,  ■  ^.in  ,rest^jaMiifj3mnmerm.aaiong 
the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,"  —  or  could  more  effectively 
and  certainly  suppress  tree  competition  between  the  constituent  com- 
panies. This  combination  is,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  a  "  trust " ; 
but  if  not,  it  is  a  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  international 
commerce  ;  and  that  is  enough  to  bring  it  under  the  condemnation  of 
the  act.  The  mere  existence  of  such  a  combination  and  the  power  ac- 
quired by  the  holding  company  as  its  trustee,  constitute  a  menace  to, 
and  a  restraint  upon,  that  freedom  of  commerce  which  Congress  in- 
tended to  recognize  and  protect,  and  which  the  public  is  entitled  to 
have  protected.  If  such  combination  be  not  destroyed,  all  the  advan- 
tages that  would  naturally  come  to  the  public  under  the  operation  of 
the  general  laws  of  competition,  as  between  the  Great  Northern  and 
Northern  Pacific  Railway  companies,  will  be  lost,  and  the  entire  com- 
merce of  the  immense  territory  in  the  northern  part  of  the  United 
States  between  the  Great  Lakes  and  the  Pacific  at  Puget  Sound  will 
be  at  the  mercy  of  a  single  holding  corporation,  organized  in  a  State 
distant  from  the  people  of  that  territory. 

The  Circuit  Court  was  undoubtedly  right  when  it  said  —  all  the 
judges  of  that  court  concurring  —  that  the  combination  referred  to 
"  led  inevitably  to  the  following  results :  First,  it  placed  the  control 
of  the  two  roads  in  the  hands  of  a  single  person,  to  wit,  the  Securities 
Company,  by  virtue  of  its  ownership  of  a  large  majority  of  the  stock 
of  both  companies ;  second,  it  destroyed  every  motive  for  competition 
between  two  roads  engaged  in  interstate  trafBc,  which  were  natural 
competitors  for  business,  by  pooling  the  earnings  of  the  two  roads  for 
the  common  benefit  of  the  stockholders  of  both  companies."  120  Ped. 
Rep.  721,  724. 

Such  being  the  case  made  by  the  record,  what  are  the  principles  that 
must  control  the  decision  of  the  present  case  ?  Do  former  adjudications 
determine  the  controlling  questions  raised  by  the  pleadings  and  proofs  ? 
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It  was  said  in  argument  that  the  circumstances  under  whicli  the 
Northern  Securities  Company  obtained  the  stock  of  the  constituent 
companies  imported  simply  an  investment  in  the  stock  of  other  cor- 
porations, a  purchase  of  that  stock ;  whici.  investment  or  purchase,  it 
is  contended,  was  not  forbidden  by  the  charter  of  the  company  and 
could  not  be  made  illegal  by  any  act  of  Congress.  This  view  is  wholly 
fallacious,  and  does  not  comport  with  the  actual  transaction.  There 
was  no  actual  investment,  in  any  substantklsen|g,  by  the  Northern 
^SecuritiesCompSjnin^Ee'ffMkbTIEr'nTO  cra^^^  companies.     If 

it  was,  in  form,  such  a  transaction,  it  was  not,  in  fact,  one  of  that  kind. 
However  that  company  may  have  acquired  for  itself  any  stock  in  the 
Great  Northern  and  Northern  Pacific  Railway  companies,  no  matter 
how  it  obtained  the  means  to  do  so,  all  the  stock  it  held  or  acquired  in 
the  constituent  companies  was  acquired  and  held  to  be  used  in  sup- 
pressing competition  between  those  companies.  It  came  into  existence 
only  for  that  purpose.  If  any  one  had  full  knowledge  of  what  was 
designed  to  be  accomplished,  and  as  to  what  was  actually  accomplished, 
by  the  combination  in  question,  it  was  the  defendant  Morgan.  In  his 
testimony  he  was  asked,  "  Why  put  the  stocks  of  both  these  [consti- 
tuent companies]  into  one  holding  company  ?  "  He  frankly  answered : 
"  In  the  first  place,  this  holding  company  was  simply  a  question  of 
custodian,  because  it  had  no  other  alliances."  That  disclosed  the  actual 
nature  of  (.he  transaction,  which  was  only  to  organize  the  Northern 
Securities  Company  as  a  holding  company,  in  whose  hands,  not  as  a 
real  purchaser  or  absolute  owner,  but  simply  as  custodian,  were  to  be 
placed  the  stocks  of  the  constituent  companies  —  such  custodian  to 
represent  the  combination  formed  between  the  shareholders  of  the 
constituent  companies,  the  direct  and  necessary  effect  of  such  combina- 
tion being,  as  already  indicated,  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate 
commerce  by  suppressing  or  (to  use  the  words  of  this  court  in  United 
States  V.  Joint  Traffic  Association)  "smothering"  competition  between 
the  lines  of  two  railway  carriers. 

Mb.  Justice  Brewer,  concurring.  I  cannot  assent  to  all  that  is 
said  in  the  opinion  just  announced,  and  believe  that  the  importance  of 
the  case  and  the  questions  involved  justify  a  brief  statement  of  my 
views. 

First,  let  me  say  that  while  I  was  with  the  majority  of  the  court  in 
the  decision  in  United  States  v.  Freight  Association,  166  U.  S.  290, 
followed  by  the  cases  of  United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Association,  171 
U.  S.  505,  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Company  v.  United  States,  175  U.  S. 
211,  and  Montague  &  Co.  v.  Lowry,  193  U.  S.  38,  decided  at  the  present 
term,  and  while  a  further  examination  (which  has  been  induced  by 
the  able  and  exhaustive  arguments  of  counsel  in  the  present  ease)  has 
not  disturbed  the  conviction  that  those  cases  were  rightly  decided,  I 
think  that  in  some  respects  the  reasons  given  for  the  judgments  can- 
not ba  sustained.    Instead  of  holding  that  the  Anti-Trust  Act  included 


NORTHEKN   SECUKITIES   COMPANY  t).   tTNITED   STATES.  76 

all  contracts,  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  in  restraint  of  interstate 
trade,  the  ruling  should  have  been  that  the  contracts  there  presented 
were  unreasonable  restraints  of  interstate  trade,  and  as  such  within 
the  scope  of  the  act.  That  act,  as  appears  from  its  title,  was  levelled 
at  only  "  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies."  Congress  did  not  in- 
tend to  reach  and  destroy  those  minor  contracts  in  partial  restraint  of 
trade  which  the  long  course  of  decisions  at  common  law  had  affirmed 
were  reasonable  and  ought  to  be  upheld.  The  purpose  rather  was  to 
place  a  statutory  prohibition  with  prescribed  penalties  and  remedies 
upon  those  contracts  which  were  in  direct  restraint  of  trade,  unreason- 
able and  against  public  policy.  Whenever  a  departure  from  common 
law  rules  and  definitions  is  claimed,  the  purpose  to  make  the  departure 
should  be  clearly  shown.  Such  a  purpose  does  not  appear  and  such  a 
departure  was  not  intended. 

Further,  the  general  language  of  the  act  is  also  limited  by  the  power 
which  each  individual  has  to  manage  his  own  property  and  determine 
the  place  and  manner  of  its  investment.  Freedom  of  action  in  these 
respects  is  among  the  inalienable  rights  of  every  citizen.  If,  applying 
this  thought  to  the  present  case,  it  appeared  that  Mr.  Hill  was  the 
owner  of  a  majority  of  the  stock  in  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Com- 
pany he  could  not  by  any  act  of  Congress  be  deprived  of  the  right  of 
investing  his  surplus  means  in  the  purchase  of  stock  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railway  Company,  although  such  purchase  might  tend  to  vest 
in  him  through  that  ownership  a  control  over  both  companies.  In 
other  words,  the  right,  which  all  other  citizens  had,  of  purchasing 
Northern  Pacific  stock  could  not  be  denied  to  him  by  Congress  because 
of  his  ownership  of  stock  in  the  Great  Northern  Company.  Such  was 
the  ruling  in  Pearsall  v.  Great  Northern  Railway,  161  U.  S.  646,  in 
which  this  court  said  (p.  671),  in  reference  to  the  right  of  the  stock- 
holders of  the  Great  Northern  Company  to  purchase  the  stock  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railway  Company :  "  Doubtless  these  stockholders 
could  lawfully  acquire  by  individual  purchases  a  majority,  or  even  the 
whole  of  the  stock  of  the  reorganized  company,  and  thus  possibly 
obtain  its  ultimate  control ;  but  the  companies  would  still  remain 
separate  corporations  with  no  interests,  as  such,  in  common." 

But  no  such  investment  by  a  single  individual  of  his  means  is  here 
presented.  There  was  a  combination  by  several  individuals  separately 
owning  stock  in  two  competing  railroad  companies  to  place  the  control 
of  both  in  a  single  corporation.  The  purpose  to  combine,  and  by  com- 
bination destroy  competition,  existed  before  the  organization  of  the 
corporation,  the  Securities  Company.  That  corporation,  though  nomi- 
nally having  a  capital  stock  of  $400,000,000,  had  no  means  of  its  own  ; 
$30,000  in  cash  was  put  into  its  treasury,  but  simply  for  the  expenses 
of  organization.  The  organizers  might  just  as  well  have  made  the 
nominal  stock  a  thousand  millions  as  four  hundred,  and  the  corporation 
would  have  been  no  richer  or  poorer.  A  corporation,  while  by  fiction 
of  law  recognized  for  some  purposes  as  a  person  and  for  purposes  of 
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jurisdiction  as  a  citizen,  is  not  endowed  with  the  inalienable  rights  of  a 
natural  person.  It  is  an  artificial  person,  created  and  existing  only 
for  the  convenient  transaction  of  business.  In  this  case  it  was  a  mere 
instrumentality  by  which  separate  railroad  properties  were  combined 
under  one  conbrol.  That  combination  is  as  direct  a  restraint  of  trade 
by  destroying  competition  as  the  appointment  of  a  committee  to  regu- 
late rates.  The  prohibition  of  such  a  combination  is  not  at  all  in- 
consistent with  the  right  of  an  individual  to- purchase  stock.  The 
transfer  of  stock  to  the  Securities  Company  was  a  mere  incident,  the 
manner  in  which  the  combination  to  destroy  competition  and  thus 
unlawfully  restrain  trade  was  carried  out. 
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1898.     59  Ohio  St.  316. 

Minshall,  J.  We  are  unable  to  see  how,  as  against  his  creditors, 
the  transaction  by  which  F.  C.  Trebein,  with  his  wife,  his  daughter, 
his  son-in-law,  and  his  brother-in-law,  formed  "  The  E.  C.  Trebein  Com- 
pany "  and  then  conveyed  to  it  every  vestige  of  property  he  had  not 
before  conveyed,  either  to  his  wife  or  to  his  daughter,  can  be  sustained, 
against  the  justice  of  their  demand  to  have  the  property  so  transferred 
administered  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors  under  the  insolvent 
laws  of  this  state.  He  was  at  the  time  liable  in  a  large  sum  of  money 
on  indorsements  he  had  made  for  the  accommodation  of  the  Straw 
Paper  Company,  of  which  he  was  a  member  and  one  of  its  directors. 
He  knew  it  was  about  to  fail  and  that  he  would  have  to  respond  to 
these  indorsements.  This  fact  induced  the  conveyances  he  had  before 
made  to  his  wife  and  to  his  daughter,  whether  for  a  valid  consideration 
or  not,  was  not  considered  by  the  court  for  the  reasons  stated  in  its 
finding,  that  there  were  suits  then  pending  to  set  them  aside.  The 
capital  of  The  F.  C.  Trebein  Company  was  fixed  at  $60,000,  divided 
into  600  shares  of  f  100  each,  Trebein  taking  596  of  the  shares  and 
each  of  the  other  persons  named  taking  one  share.  It  was  formed  on 
January  22,  1895,  Trebein  being  made  the  president,  treasurer,  and 
general  manager,  and  he  conveyed  to  the  company  the  property  in 
question,  estimated  to  be  worth  $60,000,  and  received  therefor  the 
shares  above  stated,  and  at  once  placed  all  of  them,  except  one,  in 
pursuance  of  his  original  purpose,  with  three  of  the  banks  who  held 
his  indorsements  of  the  paper  of  the  Straw  Paper  Company,  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  them  on  his  indorsements ;  and  he  continued  in 
the  control  and  management  of  the  milling  arid  grain  business  as  he 
had  before  the  corporation  was  formed  and  the  conveyance  made. 
The  court  found  that  this  was  all  done  in  good  faith.  But,  in  view  of 
the  facts,  we  are  unable  to  see  how  the  court  could  have  meant  more 
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than  that  he  meant  no  wrong  by  it.  Good  faith  in  law,  however,  is 
-ggLL9-b&J£gg:S!':y^4  ^Vw3,ys  by  a  man's  owxTg^ndard  oF' right,  but"  by 
^that  which  it  has  adopted  ana  t)rescriDe3^1is  a  standard  for  flie  obser- 
_vance  ol  all  men  m  their  dealings  with  each  other.  W hen  one  conveys 
■  all  his  property  to  another  with  the  intentimi-Qf  hindering  ancT^starr 
ing  his  fvrp.rlknrR,  nf  a.  part,  nf  t.hpm,  in  pin-,^^ii^  their  legal  remedies 
agaumt.him.and_his  property,  his  conduct  jn  law  is  deemed  frauduleDJ;, 
ho-wpvpr  hnnpgt.ly  |if.  may  have  intended  to  deal  with  all  his  creditors 
.^  the  future.  Trimhle  v.  Doty,  16  Ohio  St.  118.  The  good  faith  of 
a  party  under  such  circumstances  must  be  determined  by  the  legal 
effect  of  what  he  deliberately  does.  Brinkerhoff  v.  Tracy,  55  Ouio  »t. 
-bb^,Lee  v.  Henniok,  52  Ohio  St.  177 ;  Gashe  v.  Young,  51  Ohio  St. 
376,  389.  The  formation  of  the  corporation  and  the  conveyance  to  it 
by  Trebein  of  all  the  property  he  then  had,  necessarily  hindered  and 
.  delayed  all  his  creditors  in  the  pursuit  of  tneir  claims  against  hi'm. 
The  formation  of  the  corporation  in  no  way  facilitated  the  transaction 
of  his  milling  business  and  that  connected  with  it.  Nothing  was 
added  to  his  capital,  unless  we  regard  the  few  hundred  dollars  that 
may  have  been  paid  for  the  four  shares  of  stock  taken  by  the  other 
members  of  his  family  such  an  addition.  Evidently  an  addition  to 
capital  was  not  the  controlling  obiect.  The  transaction  cannot"  be 
likened  to  a  conveyance  to  a  third  person  for  a  valuable  consideration ; 
considered  in  the  light  of  the  facts,  it  was  no  more  than  a  convey- 
ance from  himself  \n  himself.  Th^c01'p61-a,tioii"was  in  substance  an- 
other  F.  C.  Trebein.  His  identity  as  owner  of  the  property  was  no 
more  changed  by  his  conveyance  to  the  company  than  it  would  have 
been  by  taking  off  one  coat  and  puttiug  on  another.  He  was  as  much 
the  substantial  owner  of  the  property  after  the  conveyance  as  before ; 
and  had  subsjbanj}iallv  the  same  use  of  it  as  if  the  conveyance  had  not 
been  rr^ade.  fThe  only  purpose  the  creation  of  the  corporation  andtffb 
conveyance  to  it  subserved,  was  to  hinder  creditors  in  levying  upon 
the  property  and  selling  it  on  execution  at  law ;  and  it  is  this  hinder- 
ance  the  law  will  not  permit,  and,  when  ascertained  in  a  proper  proceed- 
ing, requires  the  conveyance  to  be  set  aside  and  the  property  adminis- 
tered for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors  of  the  fraudulent  grantor!] 
JTt  is  suggested  that  the  property  may  be  levied  on.  This  iTttue, 
but  it  cannot  be  sold  on  execution  until  the  conveyance  is  set  aside ; 
for  it  is  not  the  policy  of  the  law  to  sell  a  law  suit.  It  is  also  suggested 
that  the  stock  of  Trebein  may  be  reached  by  a  proceeding  provided 
by  statute.  This  is  true,  but  it  is  not  the  simple  proceeding  of  an 
execution  at  law ;  besides  few  persons,  at  this  day,  would  care  to  take 
stock  in  a  manufacturing  or  any  similar  company,  with  its  statutory 
liability  attached,  as  a  substitute  for  tangible  property.  ^ 

The  fiction  by  which  an  ideal  legal  entity  is  attributed  to  a  duly 
formed  incorporated  company,  existing  separate  and  apart  from  the 
individuals  composing  it,  is  of  such  general  utility  and  application,  as 
frequently  to  induce  the  belief  that  it  must  be  universal,  and  be,  in 
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all  cases  adhered  to,  although  the  gr^ategt^frauds  may  thereby  be  per- 
petrated under  the  fiction  as  a  shield.  TBut  modem  cases,  sustained  by 
the  best  text  writers,  confine  the  fiction  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
adopted  —  convenience  in  the  transaction  of  business  and  in  suing  and 
being  sued  in  its  corporate  name,  and  the  continuance  of  its  rights  and 
liabilities,  unafEected  by  changes  in  its  corporate  members ;  and  have 
repudiated  it  in  all  cases  where  it  has  been  insisted  on  as  a  protection 
to  fraud  or  any  other  illegal  transactionT^  Thus  in  Brundred  v.  Rice, 
49  Ohio  St.  €40,  where  an  incorporation  had  been  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  effect  to  an  illegal  agreement  between  it  and  a  rail- 
road company  for  a  discrimination  in  freights  between  it  and  other 
shippers,  the  fiction  was  disregarded,  and  a  recovery  allowed  against 
the  promoters  by  one  who  had  been  thus  discriminated  against,  in  like 
manner  as  if  the  corporation  had  no  existence.  See  also  the  following 
citations  :  Morawetz  on  Corporations,  ggptions^  1  _aBd_227 ;  Railway 
Co.  V.  Miller,  51  N.  W.  981 ;  Gas  Company  v.  West,  60  Iowa,  16 ; 
Booth  Y.  Bunce,  33  N.  Y  139;  State  ex.  rel.  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Standard 
Oil  Co.,  49  Ohio  St.  137 ;  Bennett  v  Minott,  28  Oregon,  339,  348. 

lu  Montgomery  Web  Co.  v.  Dienelt,  133  Pa.  St.  585,  which  was  a 
suit  by  a  creditor  of  one  company  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  by  it  to 
another,  as  in  fraud  of  his  rights,  it  appeared  that  the  latter  was 
formed  substantially  by  the  stockholders  of  the  former,  who  relin- 
quished their  stock  in  it  for  stock  in  the  latter ;  this  being  substan- 
tially all  the  consideration  given  by  the  purchasing  company.  This 
was  held  to  be  a  fraud  on  the  creditors  of  the  former  company,  called 
the  Aronia.  The  case  does  not  differ  in  principle  from  the  one  before 
us.  Here  the  conveyance  was  by  an  individual,  and  in  consideration 
of  stock  taken  in  the  corporation  formed.  The  judge,  delivering  the 
opinion,  said :  "  Is  the  Montgomery  Company  so  completely  a  new 
and  different  company  from  the  Aronia  Company  that  the  law  must 
close  its  eyes  to  the  fact  that  the  difference  is  a  mere  jungle  of 
names  ?  We  do  not  think  there  is  any  compulsion  to  such  legal 
blindness.  Settled  general  principles,  and  the  analogies  of  the  law, 
are  against  such  a  contention.  If  the  corporation  had  merely  changed 
its  name,  there  could  have  been  no  doubt  of  the  continued  liability  of 
the  property."  \  As  to  the  creditors  of  the  old  company  who  had  taken 
stock  for  their  claims  in  the  new  one,  they  were  held  bound  to  know 
the  nature  of  the  transaction,  and  that  the  property  conveyed  could 
be  followed  by  the  creditors  of  the  old  company  for  the  satisfaction 
of  their  claims.    '} 

Judgment  reversed. 
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BEUNDRED  ?;.   EICE.  x,A^ 

1892.     49  OAio  State,  640.  ^ 

Error  to  Circuit  Court. 

Rice  sued  Brundred  for  money  claimed  to  have  been  unlawfully  ex- 
acted of  him  by  the  Cleveland  and  Marietta  R.  R.  Co.,  as  freight,  on 
crude  petroleum.  The  action  was  treated  by  both  sides  as  an  action 
of  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received.  It  appeared  that  there  was 
an  agreement  entered  into  between  the  R.  R.  Co.  and  Brundred  et  als. , 
that  the  R.  R.  Co.  should  charge  all  shippers  of  oil  a  certain  rate,  and 
should  pay  over  to  Brundred  et  als.  (who  were  themselves  shippers  of 
oil)  one  half  the  freight  so  charged  and  collected.  It  also  appeared  that, 
soon  after  the  making  of  the  above  agreement,  a  corporation  styled  the 
Ohio  Transit  Co.  was  organized  under  the  laws  of  Ohio  ;  and  became, 
by  assignment,  a  party  to  the  above  agreement,  nominally  acquiring  all 
the  rights  ol"^rundj:ed  et  als.  thereunder. 

Rice  contended  that  Brundred  et  als.  were  the  promoters  of  the  Ohio 
Transit  Co.,  caused  it  to  be  organized,  and  became  and  have  alwaj-s 
been  its  principal  stockholders- and  its,  managing  officers  ;  and  that  they 
caused  the  Ohio  Transit  Co.  to  become  a  party  (by  assignment)  to  the 
above  agreement  for  the  purpose  of- carrymg  out  their  unlawful  designs, 
and  made  use  of  said  Transit  Co.,  through  their  control  of  the  same  as 
its  officers,  to  accomplish  their  unlawful  purposes. 

The  defendants  in  their  answer,  among  other  things,  set  up  that  the 
Ohio  Transit  Company  was  a  corporation  duly  organized  under  the  laws 
of  Ohio,  and  that  they  could  not  be  charged  with  moneys  received  by  it, 
on  the  ground  set  forth  in  the  petition.  But  the  court  charged  the  jury 
that,  "if  j'ou  find  by  the  greater  weight  of  the  evidence,  that  the  as- 
signment of  the  contract  was  a  mere  form ;  that  the  intention  of  the 
defendants  in  organizing  this  corporation  was  to  make  it  a  mere  agency 
to  receive  this  monej',  to  be  distributed  to  them  under  the  contract,  and 
according  to  their  right  in  it  as  if  there  had  been  no  assignment ;  the 
mere  agent,  I  say,  to  hold  the  monej-  for  their  benefit,  why  then,  a  pay- 
ment to  the  corporation,  under  those  circumstances,  is  a  payment  to 
them ;  and  the  plaintiff  would  have  a  right  to  recover  as  if  it  had  been 
put  in  their  hands." 

Rice  recovered  |1, 823.75.  The  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  Circuit 
Court.     Brundred  et  als.  brought  error. 

iVye  tfe  Oldham,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

A.  D.  Follett,  W.  B.  Loomis,  and  E.  B.  Einkead,  for  defendant 
in  error. 

By  the  Court.  [After  deciding  that  the  agreement  between  the 
R.  R.  Co.  and  Brundred  et  als.  was  against  public  policy ;  and  that 
the  shipper,  on  discovering  the  facts,  might  maintain  an  action  against 
the  party  to  whom  the  money  had  been  paid  over  by  the  R.  R.  Co.] 
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It  is  claimed  that  the  interposition  of  The  Ohio  Transit  Company, 
an  incorporation  under  the  laws  of  Ohio,  organized  for  the  purpose  of 
transporting  petroleum  through  tubing  and  pipes,  precludes  a  recoverj' 
againsf^e"  defendants.  If  it  had,  in  good  faith,  been  organized  for 
such  purpose,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  receipt  of  the  money  bj'  it 
under  the  agreement,  would  constitute  a  defense  to  the  action  against 
thedefejidaflts.  If,  however,  it  was  organized  by  the  promoters,  the  de- 
fendants, simply  for  the  purpose  of  consummating  the  illegal  agreement 
and  shielding  themselves  from  the  consequences  of  receiving  the  illegal 
exactions  made  under  it,  the  act  of  incorporating  can  be  of  no  avail  to 
them  as  a  defense.  The  court  fairly  submitted  this  question  to  the  jury, 
and  in  finding  their  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  must  have  found  the  facts 
to  be  as  averred  in  the  petition.  It  is  a  stern  but  just  maxim  of  the 
law,  that  fraud  vitiates  everything  into  which  it  enters.  Deeds  and 
records  made  in  the  most  solemn  form  are  set  aside  and  held  for  naught 
when  shown  to  have  been  effectuated  for  the  purpose  of  fraud ;  and 
there  is  nothing  so  sacred  in  a  certificate  of  incorporation  as  to  take  it 
out  of  the  reach  of  this  maxim.  Judgment  affirmed. 

^ 
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1874.     L.  R.  9  Exch.  309.  n^^^f'H'''^^'^^^ 

Deolakatiok.  Trespass  by  taking  locks  ofl?  the  plaintiff's  gates. 
Plea :  not  guilty  by  statute.     Issue. 

Plaintiff  is  the  occupier  of  land,  through  which  there  runs  a  path, 
across  which  the  plaintiff  placed  gates  which  he  locked.  At  a  meeting 
of  the  highway  board  for  the  district  within  which  the  path  is  situated, 
the  board  took  the  position  that  the  path  was  a  public  highwaj' ;  and 
also  passed  a  resolution  directing  their  surveyor  to  remove  the  obstruc- 
tion, which  he  did. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  against  all  the  members  of  the 
board,  who  had  concui-red  in  the  resolution  and  against  "Wickett,  the 
surveyor. 

At  the  trial  no  evidence  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  a  highway  was 
given. 

Kelly,  C.  B.,  ruled  that  the  members  of  the  board  who  had  concurred 
in  the  resolution  were  not  liable  individually,  and  that  Wickett  was  not 
liable.    A  nonsuit  was  ordered. 

A  rule  was  obtained  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit  and  for  a  new  trial. 

Kingdon,  Q.  C,  and  Pinder  {Lopes.,  Q.  C,  with  them),  showed 
cause. 

Arthur  Charles  {S.  T.  Cole,  Q.  C,  with  him),  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Qur.  adv.  vult. 

Cleasbt,  B,  The  judgment  I  am  about  to  read  is  that  of  my  Brother 
Pigott  and  myself. 
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[The  learned  Judge  held,  that  the  surveyor,  Wickett,  was  liable.] 
As  regards  the  other  defendants  who  came  to  the  resolution  in  pur- 
suance of  which  the  illegal  act  was  done,  a  question  of  some  difficulty 
arises.  It  is  said  that  the_resolution,  having  been  afterwards  embodied 
in  the  order  signed  by  the  clerk,  became  a  corporate  act  of  the  highway 
board,  and  that  no  personal  liability  of  the  members  could  arise  upon 
it.  We  were  referred  to  many  authorities  to  shew  that  in  respect  of 
corporate  acts  the  individual  members  of  the  corporation  cannot  be 
sued:  see  Attorney  General  y.  Mayor  of  Liverpool  ;^  Attorney  Gen- 
eral V.  Bailiffs  of  Retford.^  There  is,  indeed,  an  express  provision  to 
this  effect  as  regards  the  members  of  the  highway  board  —  but  it  is 
expressly  limited  to  lawful  acts^of~the  board  —  iST.  9,  subs.  6,  of  the 
Highway  Act,  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  61.  And  it  is  clear  that  this  is  so  when 
the  corporate  acts  are  such  as  the  corporate  body  is  qualified  to  perform, 
and  the  resolutions  and  acts  of  the  members  are  only  introductory  to 
the  corporate  body  acting  in  the  matter.  ^]But  it  is  equall3'  clear  that 
when  the  acts  are  such  as  the  corporate  body  is  not  by  law  qualified  to 
■  do,  and  the  corporate  body,  if  they  pretend  to  do  them,  are  acting 
ultra  vires,  then  the  mere  fact  of  giving  a  corporate  form  to  the  act 
does  not  prevent  it  from  being  the  act  of  those  who  cause  it  to  be  donej 
It  seems  plain  that  in  such  a  case  the  individuals  and  not  the  corpora- 
tion really  do  the  act,  and  no  authority  is  needed  for  that  conclusion. 
And  in  this  case,  unless  the  letter  of  the  30th  November  prevents  it 
from  being  the  act  of  the  individual,  it  certainlj'  was  so  in  point  of  fact, 
for  Ifce  defendant  Wickett  swears,  in  answer  to  the  interrogatories, 
that  he  removed  the  locks  by  the  direction  of  the  highway  board  given 
at  the  meeting,  that  is,  of  the  29th  of  November.  The  cases  of  Taylor 
V.  Dulwich  Hospital,^  and  Beg.  v.  Watson,*  may,  however,  be  referred 
to  in  support  of  the  proposition  that  the  individuals  reallj'  do  the  act ; 
and  in  the  case  of  Poulton  v.  .London  &  South  Western  By.  Co., 
and  particularly  in  the  judgment  of  Blackburn,  J.,^  the  difference,  is 
clearly  pointed  out  between  acts  which  are  properly  corporate  acts  and 
acts  which  are  not,  as  affecting  the  liability  of  the  corporation. 

The  question  in  the  present  case,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  act  of 
causing  the  locks  to  be  removed  is  one  of  those  acts  for  which  the  cor- 
porate  body  is  constituted  or  not.  It  appears  to  us  that  it  is  not  one 
of  those  acts. 

The  eflfect  of  holding  that  such  a  body  as  the  highway  board  were 
competent  inJifaeir  corporate  ^agaci^'  to  commit  such  an  act  of  trespass 
as  the  one  complained  of  in  this  case,  would  be  that,  whenever  the 
trespass  was  illegal  and  redress  was  had,  the  persons  who  had  really 
caused  the  trespass  would  not  be  responsible,  and  the  damages  would 

1  1  My.  ft  Cr.  171.  2  3  My.  &  Cr.  484. 

»  1  P.  Wms.  655.  1  2  T.  R.  199. 

6  Law  Eep.  2  Q.  B.  at  p.  538. 
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be  paid  outj)f_fiinds_whieh_pught  to  be  applied  in  niaintarning  the 
roads,  aiid  tlie  persons  eventaall}'  responsible  would  be  the  ratepayers, 
alid  ^ong  them,  perhaps,  the  persons  entitled  to  redress,  and  to  whom 
the  damages  were  to  be  paid.  And  thus  the  members  of  the  highway 
board~would  acquire  a  power  to  divert  and  waste  the  funds  intrusted  to 
them  for  public  purposes  by  proceedings  which  might  originate  in  feel- 
ings which  it  would  be  most  inconvenient  to  inquire  into. 

Kellt,  C.  B. 

Two  questions  arise  upon  this  case.  The  first  is,  whether  this  action 
is  maintainable,  not  against  the  highway  board  in  their  corporate  char- 
acter, but  against  the  individual  members  of  the  board  who  were  pres- 
ent at  the  meeting,  and  one  of  whom  moved  and  another  seconded  the 
resolution ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  not.  iThe  making  of  the 
resolution  was  a  corporate  act  done  at  a  corporate  meeting  convened 
and  held  in  strict  conformity  to  the  Act  of  Parliament^]  (No  one  mem- 
ber of  the  board  assumed  to  exercise  or  did  exercise  any  personal 
authority  or  power.  The  resolution  was  the  act  of  the  corporation  and 
consisted  of  the  minute  made  at  the  meeting  according  to  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  signed  by  the  chairman,  and  by  the  statute  receivable  in 
evidence  without  further  proo^  ]T  conceive  it  to  be  settled  law  that  no 
action  lies  against  the  individual  members  of  a  corporation  for  a  cor- 
porate act  done  by  the  corporation  in  its  corporate  capacity,  unless  the 
act  be  maliciously  done  by  the  individuals  charged,  and  tlie  corporate 
name  be  used  as  a  mere  colour  for  the  malicious  act,  or  unless  the  act 
is  ultra  vires,  and  is  not,  and  cannot  be  in  contemplationjjfJaw,  a  cor- 
porate act  at  allTA 

In  Harman  v.  Taxypenden'^  the  Free  Fishermen  of  Faversham,  a 
corporate  body,  at  a  corporate  meeting  made  an  order  of  amotion  or 
disfranchisement  against  the  plaintiff,  a  free  fisherman  and  a  member 
of  the  corporation,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  brought  his  action  for  dam- 
ages against  the  six  individual  corporators  who  had  made  the  order, 
and  it  was  objected  "That  no  action  would  lie  to  recover  damages 
against  individuals  for  acts  done  in  their  corporate  capacity,  and  that 
non  constat,  but  that  all  or  some  of  the  defendants  might  have  voted 
against  the  order  of  amotion."  When  the  case  came  before  the  Court 
upon  a  motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit  and  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  Court 
intimated  very  strong  doubts  on  this  ground  how  far  the  defendants 
were  answerable  in  damages  in  their  private  character  for  acts  done  by 
them  in  their  corporate  capacity.  And  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  said  that 
he  entertained  considerable  doubt,  notwithstanding  what  was  said 
in  Jiich  V.  Pilkington,^  and  Rex  v.  Mayor  of  Mippon,^  and  added, 
"  that  he  had  many  years  ago  moved  for  a  mandamus  to  the  master 
and  fellows  of  Wadham  College  to  compel  them  to  put  the  college  seal 
to  a  return  which  they  were  required  to  make,   and  to  which  Mr. 

1  1  East,  555.  2  Carth.  171.  »  1  Ld.  IJaym.  563 
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Windham,  the  master,  had  great  objection  with  respect  to  the  facts 
agreed  upon  bj'  a  majoritj'  to  be  returned,  conceiving  that  he  should 
therebj-  make  himself  individnall}-  liable  to  the  consequences,  but  Lord 
Mansfield  overcame  his  difficulty  by  an  explicit  declaration  that  what 
he  thus  did  in  his  corporate  capacity  could  not  hurt  him  in  his  indivi- 
dual character."  Lawrence,  J.,  expressed  the  same  doubt,  and,  finally, 
upon  cause  being  shewn,  the  Court  held  that  without  proof  of  malice 
the  action  was  not  maintainable,  and  the  rule  was  dischai-ged :  see  also 
1  Ventris,  351,  and  Rex  v.  Windham,^  the  case  alluded  to  by  Lord 
Kenyon.  It  is  true  that  where  individuals  make  a  pretended  corporate 
act  a  cloak  for  a  malicious  libel  or  a  libel  on  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice, the  Court  will  grant  a  criminal  information  as  in  Hex  v.  Watson.^ 
^TSnt  an  individual  corporator  is  no  more  liable  for  a  tort  committed  in 
his  corporate  capacity  than  for  a  debt  due  by  the  corporation)  (ia 
either  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  action  must  be  brought  against  the 
corporation  in  its  corporate  character  and  not  against  an  individual 
member,  who,  like  Mr.  Windham  in  the  Wadham  College  Case,  may 
have  Ijeen  opposed  to  the  act  in  respect  of  which  the  action  may  be 
broughtj  It  was,  indeed,  once  imagined,  though  on  very  technical 
grounds,  that  trespass  would  not  lie  against  a  corporation,  and  it  is  so 
stated  in  Comyns'  Digest,  Franchises,  F.  (19.).  /But,  besides  that 
many  authorities  are  to  be  found  in  the  year  books  to  the  contrary,  the 
law  is  now  well  settled  that  upon  any  tortious  act  committed  by  a  cor- 
poration, or  lyider  its  authority',  or  by  its  direction,  trover  or  trespass 
is  maintainable^ 

I  cannot  doubt,  therefore,  that  this  action  ought  to  have  been  brought 
against  the  board,  and  all  these  decisions  are  uniform  to  shew  that  it 
would  have  been  maintainable.  The  mischief  and  inconvenience  that 
would  result  if  the  eontrarj'  were  held  to  be  law  is  great  and  obvious. 
.  /_If~judgment  be  recovered  against  these  defendants  execution  might 
issue  for  the  whole  amount  of  damages  and  costs  against  an}-  one 
among  them,  and  he  would  have  no  remedy  for  contribution  against 
the  rest,  nor  as  it  should  seeni,  upon  the  facts  of  the  case,  for  indem- 
nitj'  against  the  corporation^  Qrnd  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  the 
board  would  have  a  legal  right  to  indemnify  him  out  of  the  funds  which 
come  to  their  hands  under  the  Act  of  ParliamentTl/On'  the  other  hand, 
if  the  action  had  been  brought  against  the  board,  and  judgment  ob- 
tained against  them,  thej'  may  pay  the  damages  and  costs  out  of  the 
funds  which  thej'  are  enabled  to  provide  for  the  various  purposes  of  the 
Act  by  ss.  20-27,  and  otheiiTl 

It  was  argued  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  against  the  board 
on  the  ground  that  the  resolution  and  the  order  to  the  surveyor  were 
ultra  vires.  But  I  apprehend  that  this  is  a  misapplication  of  the  term 
ultra  vires.  If  the  board,  by  resolution  or  otherwise,  had  accepted  a  bill 
of  exchange  directing  their  clerk  or  other  officer  to  write  their  corporate 
»  1  Cowp.  377.  2  2  T.  R.  199. 
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name  or  title  across  a  bill  drawn  upon  them  for  a  debt,  this  wonM  have 
been  ultra  vires,  and  no  holder  of  the  acceptance  could  have  recovered 
the  amount  against  them.  ^Fwould  have  been  void  upon  the  face  of 
it,  and  it  is  immaterial  to  consider  whether  the  individuals  who  had 
written  or  authorized  the  acceptance  would  have  been  liable  to  any, 
and,  if  any,  to  what  action  at  the  suit  of  a  holder  for  valued  ^ut  it  is 
otherwise  with  an  act  merel^e-unlawful  or  unauthorized,  as  a  trespass 
or  the  conversion  of  a  chatte}»jj_lf  such  an  act  is  to  be  deemed  ultra 
vires,  and  therefore  no  action  would  lie  against  the  corporate  body  by 
whom  it  had  been  authorized,  it  is  clear  that  a  corporation  would  not 
be  liable  for  any  tort  at  all  committed  or  authorized  by  them,  and  the 
decisions  above  cited  would  be  contrary  to  lawTj  Two  cases  have, 
however,  been  cited  which  seem  to  bear  upon  the  question  against  the 
defendants.  But  the  first,  Poulton  v.  London  and  South  Western 
Ry.  Go.^  merely  shews  that  there  is  no  implied  authority  by  a  railway 
company  to  their  servants  to  do  an  illegal  act.  Here  no  question  arises 
upon  an  implied  authority,  for  this  board  have  exgressly_authorized 
and  commanded  the  survej^or  to  do  the  act  complained  of.  On  the 
other  hand.  In  the  Dulwich  College  case,  Taylor  v.  Dulwich  Sospital,^ 
the  constitution  of  the  college  requiring  that  leases  granted  should  be 
at  a  rack  rent,  the  contract  for  a  lease  not  at  a  rack  rent  was  ultra  vires 
and  not  binding  on  the  corporate  bodj',  and  so  if  the  plaintiff  had  been 
entitled  to  the  relief  prayed,  it  would  have  been  granted  against  the 
individuals  who  had  executed  an  instrument  in  the  form  of  a  corporate 
act,  but  which,  being  ultra  vires,  was  absolutely  void. 

[The  learned  Judge  held,  that,  the  surveyor  was  not  liable.] 

Rule  absolute. 

[The  defendants  appealed  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber  from  the  above 
judgment  rendered  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  The  judges  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  surveyor  was  liable  ; 
and  that,  as  far  as  regards  the  survej'or,  the  nonsuit  at  the  trial  was 
wrong.  And  they  held,  that,  inasmuch  as  it  was  one  nonsuit,  where 
the  parties  were  sued  together  in  a  single  action,  the  decision  that  the 
nonsuit  was  improper  as  regards  one,  sets  it  aside  as  regards  all,  and 
that  consequently  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  making 
absolute  the  rule  for  a  new  trial,  must  be  aflSrmed.  L.  R.  10  Exch. 
92.  As  to  the  liabilitj'  of  the  members  of  the  board,  no  decision  was 
given.  Upon  that  branch  of  the  case,  some  of  the  learned  judges  ex- 
pressed themselves  as  follows :] 

Blackburn,  J.  Now,  with  regard  to  the  other  question  which  has 
been  raised  and  discussed,  as  to  whether  the  corporators  were  liable,  it 
is  one  of  considerable  importance  and  great  difficulty.  If  it  were 
necessary  to  decide  that  question,  we  should  require  time  for  consider- 
ation, and  possibly,  when  we  had  considered  it,  our  decision  would  not 
be  unanimous.  Our  decision  would  be  of  no  assistance  in  sending  the 
'  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  634.  «  i  p.  ^„g,  655, 
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case  down  to  tria],  and  would  perhaps  be  an  embarrassment  to  the 
learned  judge  who  may  have  to  try  it.  We  think  it  better,  therefore, 
to  leave  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  upon  that  point  as  it 
IS.  We  leave  it  with  the  authority  it  had  before,  no  better  and  no 
worse.  On  the  new  trial  the  facts  will  be  ascertained,  and  the  point 
reserved  m  such  a  manner  that  the  Court  before  which  it  comes  will  be 
much  better  able  to  deal  with  it  than  they  would  be  if  they  were  to 
consider  it  now.     (L.  R.  10  Exch.  pp.  94,  65.) 

Denman,  J.  With  regard  to  the  question  as  to  the  corporators  being 
personally  responsible,  I  think  that  is  a  matter  of  great  difSculty,  and 
that  it  would  be  better  not  to  send  down  the  case  with  a  divided  opin- 
ion, or,  by  taking  time  to  consider,  to  prevent  the  case  from  being 
tried  at  the  next  assizes.     (L.  R.  10  Exch.  pp.  98,  99.) 

Archibald,  J.  I  entirely  agree  as  to  the  inexpediency  of  taking 
time  to  consider  the  question  as  to  the  personal  liability  of  the  corporar 
tors,  as  to  which  there  may  probably  be  some  difference  of  opinion. 
(L.  R.  10  Exch.  pp.  99.) 
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1896.    96  Tenn.  255.  ti   jU/-  /  •  '   '  ' 

Appeal  from  Chancery  Court  of  Maury  County. 

On  May  24,  1880,  P.  C  Bethel,  W.  D.  Bethel,  Lucius  Erierson, 
Eugene  Pillow,  J.  M.  Mayes,  and  L.  W.  Black  became  incorporated, 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Tennessee,  as  the  Bethel  Hotel  Com- 
pany. The  business  of  this  corporation,  as  declared  in  its  charter, 
was  the  erection,  furnishing,  and  operation  of  a  hoJ:el  in  the  town  of 
Columbia,  Tenn.,  the  hotel  building  to  include  storehouses  and  a  con- 
cert  hall.  The  charter  was  taken  out  under  chapter  142  of  the^c^s 
of  "l876,  and  was  in  the  form  prescribed  for  hotel  companies,  except 
that  words  were  added  authorizing  it  to  build  and  own  storehouses 
and  a  concert  hall.  The  corporation  was  duly  and  regularly  organ- 
ized, with  a  capital  stock  of  $100,000,  divided  into  shares  of  f  50  each. 
After  its  organization,  the  building  contemplated  by  the  charter  was 
erected  on  a  lot  owned  by  th  e  corporation.  The  building  was  used  partly 
for  a  hotel,  and  partly  for  other  purposes.  Sept.  1,  1885,  the  Bethel 
Hotel  Co.  and  Lucius  Frierson  conveyed  to  Mayes  &  Dodson  the  "  hotel 
proper  part "  of  the  building,  by  deed  signed  "  Bethel  Hotel  Company, 
W.  D.  Bethel,  President;  Lucius  Frierson,  Secretary  and  Treasurer;  and 
Lucius  Frierson."  T^.  conveyance,  was  authorized  by  a  vote  o.Lthe 
stockholders  at  the  last  meeting  ever  heldbytEem.  JSo  business  seems 
to  have  been  transacted  by  the  corporaflon'arterthis  time.  7un  or  about 
Aug.  28, 1886,  Frierson  became  the  owner  of  all  the  stock  of  OTB' company; 
but,  both  before  and  after  that  date,  he  pledged  various  shares  as  security 
for  debts  of  his  which  are  still  outstandingj  The  stock  so  pledged  was 
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not  transferred  on  the  books  of  the  company.  He  i^ed_  the_remalndei 
"Tif  the  1buiI3ing  as  his  own  uptoTafirT^,  IHM,  when  he  executed  a  deed 
in  his  own  name,  purporting,  to  convej'  to  Webster,  in  trust,  the  Teal  es- 
tate owned  by  the  Bethel  Hqtel^Cpmpany  aTid^c_ertarn''siKcF°in'"that  com- 
pany. The  "purpose  of  this  deed  was  to  secure  the  payment  of  certain 
3eSts  owing  by  Frierson,  Referring  one  creditor  and  providing  iox pro 
rata  payment  of  the  others.  Most  of  the  creoRlors  of  Frierson  who  had 
loaned  him  money  on  the  stock  oi  the  Bethel  Hotel  Co.  were  not  pro- 
vided for  in  the  deed  of  trust.  Parker  eTceVs.Tciiditors  of  Frierson  and 
pledgees  of  said  stock,  filed  a  bill  in  equity,  pra3'ing  (inter  alia)  to  annul 
the  trust  deed  to  Webster.  The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Chancellor 
of  Maury  County,  and  afterwards  before  the  Court  of  Chancery  Ap- 
peals, from  which  the  case  was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

G.  T.  Hughes,  Fussell  db  Wilkes,  W.  8,  Fleming,  Jr. ,  Granhery, 
<6  Marks,  and  John  T.  WiUiamson,  for  Parker. 

Figuers  &  Padgett,  F.  H.  Hatcher,  and  W.  J.  Webster,  for  Hotel  Co. 

J.  C.  Bradford,  Sp.  J.  [After  fully  stating  the  facts  and  plead- 
ings'.] It  may  be  regarded  as  settled,  therefore,  that  the  legal  title  to 
the  property  conveyed  to  defendant,  Webster,  was,  at  the  date  of  that 
instrument,  in  the  Bethel  Hotel  Company,  where  it  had  been,  unques- 
tioned and  undisturbed,  since  1880,  the  year  of  its  incorporation  and 
organization.  Defendants  insist  that,  although  Frierson  may  not  have 
been  invested  with  the  legal  title,  he,  nevertheless,  had  such  an  _equi- 
table  estate  and  int.ere,s;yi^Mtitled  him  to  sell  and  di^^se  of  the  prop- 
ert}'.  in  other  words,  that  he  was  tliereai  owner  of  the  property,  and, 
as  such,  had  the  absolute  right  to  use  oF3iSp0sel>f  it. 

This  alleged  e'quitable^  estate  was  not  the  creation  of  any  deed  or 
written  contract,  executed  bj^the  Bethel  Hotel  Company,  or  of  any 
corporate~act  or'Tesolution  adopted  by  the  stockholders  or  directors, 
which  in  terms^referredto__or  defined  Jt,Jbut  is  rather  the  result  and 
consequence  of  certain  facts  and  conditions,  the  existence  of  which  is 
affirmed  by  the  defendants. 

It  is  said  that  the  Bethel  Hotel  Company,  hy  the  alienation  of  that 
part  of  its  property  built  for  a,nd  adagtedjojhe  uggg  ansL^piii'poses  of 
_gi_hotel,  deprived  itself  of  the  means  of  conducting  a  hotel  business, 
andTtEat,  since  1885,  the  date  of  the  sale  to  Mayes  &  Dodson,  it  had 
ceased  to  exercise  ila.  corporate  franchises ;  that  the  stockholders,  at 
the  meeting  held  in  September,  1885,  passed  a  resolution,  or  agreed 
among  themselves,  that  the  corporation  should  go  into  liquidation,  and 
that  Lucius  Frierson,  being  then  the  owner  of  all  the  capital  stock  ol 
the  corporation,  became,  in  consequence,  the  equitable  owner  of  all  its 
property,  with  full  power  to  use  it  or  dispose  of  it  in  such  manner  as 
he  might  choose  to  do.  The  position  of  the  defendants  seems  to  be 
that  all  rights  of  the  corporation  in  the  property  were  extinguished, 
that  it  had  ceased  to  be  affected  with  any  corporate  uses,  and  that  it 
peionged  absolutely  to  Frierson. 

The  Ricts" affirmed  by  defendants  are  not  all  of  them  exactly  as 
found  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  Appeals.    It  is  true  that  the  corpora 
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tion  sold  and  conveyed  the  hotel  part  of  its  building  to  Mayes  & 
D.odson,  retaining  only  the  stores  and  opera  house,  and  never  after- 
wards engaged  in  the  business  of  owning  and  operating  a  hotel. 
Lucius  Frierson  was  not  the  sole  stockholder  in  1885,  when  the  hotel 
was  sold,  and  did  not  become  such  until  August  28,  1886,  when  he 
purchased  the  Bethel  stock.  His  stock,  or  a  large  part  of  it,  at  that 
time  and  subsequentlj',  was  held  as  collateral  security  by  other  parties. 
It  is  not  true  that  a  resolution  was  ever  adopted  by  the  stockholders 
directing  the  liquidation  or  winding  up  of  the  aSairs  of  the  corporation, 
or  that  thej'  were  ever  wound  Op.  The  facts,  as  found  by  the  Court  of 
Chancery  Appeals  on  this  point,  are  stated  in  its  opinion  in  the  follow- 
ing words :  "  It  may  be  fairly  inferred,  though  it  does  not  distinctly 
appear  in  terms  in  the  proof,  that  when  the  deed  was  made  to  Mayes  & 
Dodson  it  was  then  understood  between  W.  D.  Bethel  and  Lucius 
Frierson,  they  then  owning  practically  all,  or  nearly  all,  of  the  stock, 
that  Bethel  should  take  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  to  Mayes  &  Dodson, 
amounting  to  $22,500,  and  a  sufficient  amount,  in  addition,  from  Lu- 
cius Frierson,  personally,  to  make  $30,000,  and  for  this  he  would 
transfer  his  stock,  $61,000,  to  Frierson,  and  that  this  arrangement 
was  consummated,  so  far  as  it  could  be  done  without  direct  corporate 
action  of  the  corporation  itself,  by  the  paper  of  August  28, 1886,  made 
by  Bethel  to  Frierson,  and  this  is  what  they  understood  by  the  resolu- 
tion to  go  into  liquidation,  there  being  no  debts  due  by  the  corporation, 
and,  following  out  this  idea,  from  the  date  of  the  sale  to  Mayes  & 
Dodson,  Lucius  Frierson  proceeded' to  treat  the  property  as  his  own, 
on  the  idea  that  he  himself  constituted  the  corporation.  We  do  not 
think  that  he  entertained  the  idea  that  thecorporatiou  was  defunct^ 
but'  simply^tBat'lSe'wa^'himsdl^^^  ro^^  do  wEat  he 

wished  with  the  assets?^^ 

In  considering  the  position  of  the  defendants,  that  Frierson  became 
the  equitable  owner  of  the  assets  of  the  corporation,  we  must,  there- 1 
fore,  leave  out  of  view  the  idea  that  there  was  any  corporate  action  i 
looking  to  a  dissolution  of  the  corporation  and  winding  up  of  its  affairs. 
Frierson's  estate  or  interest  in  the  property,  if  he  had  any,  rests  onj 
the  postulate  that,  in  consequence  of  the  nonuser  of  its  franchises  and! 
his  sole  proprietorship  of  all  its  capital  stock,  the  corporation  was  dis- 
solved, and  he  became  the  equitable  owner  of  all  its  property. 

A  corporation  can  be  dissolved,  and  its  existence  wholly  terminated,  ( I 
only  by  the  extinguishment  of  the  corporate  franchises  conferred  by  ' ' 
the  State.     An  ordinary  business  corporation,  where  its  charter  speci-=^ 
fies  no  definite  time  for  its  continuance,  may  sell  its  property  and  wind    \ 
up  its  affairs  whenever  a  majoritj'  of  the  stockholders  may  deem  it  ad-      \ 
visable  {Trea3well  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co..,  7  Gray,  393;  Black  v.       \ 
J)elmoare  &  O.   Canal  Co.,  22  N.  J.  Eq.,  416) ;  but  the  franchises       i 
conferred  upon  the  stockholders  by  the  State  are  not  extinguished  by     / 
(he  cessation  from  business  thus  brought  about,     2  Morawetz  on  Corp.,  / 
§  1004. 
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It  is  claimed  by  tlie  defendants  that  the  dissolution  of  the  corpora- 
tion was  effected  by  the  fact  that  Lucius  Frierson  became  the  sole 
ojwner_of^l.  its  capital , stock.    Admitting  it  to  be  true  that  he  was  the 
owner  of  ^11  the  stock  of  the  Qorpgration^  it  by  ndmeans  follows  that 
— ttig'cbrporation  was  thereby  dissolved  and  forfeited  its  franchises.     On 
this  question  the  latest  text  writer  on  corporation  law  has  this  to  say, 
,viz.  :  "Contrary  to  early  opinion,  it  is  now  generally  held  that  the 
/  fact  that  all  the  shares  in  a  joint  stock  company  have  passed  into  the 
/  hands  of  two  members,  or  even  into  the  hands  of  a  single  person,  does 
,'    not,  ipso  facto,  work  a  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  since  such  sole 
f    owner  may  so  dispose  of  the  shares,  as,  by  the  election  of  the  neces- 
'    sar}-  directors  and  officers,  to  continue  the  corporate  existence."     5 
Thompson's  Commentaries  on  the  Law  of  Corporations,  Sec.   6653. 
And,  in  2  Morawetz  on  Corporations,  Sec.  1009,  it  is  said:  "It  is 
well  settled  that  all  the  shares  of  a  corporation  may  be  held  by  a 
single  person,  and  yet  the  corporation  continue  to  exist,  and,  if  the 
charter  or  by-laws  should  require  certain  acts  to  be  done  b}'  more  than 
one  shareholder,  the  sole  owner  may  transfer  a  portion  of  his  shares  to 
other  persons,  so  as  to  conform  to  the  letter  of  the  rule."     It  has  been 
held  that  a  corporation  which  has  sold  all  its  assets,  with  the  intention 
of  putting  an  end  to  its  business,  whose  officers  had  all  resigned,  and 
whose  stockholders  had  all  transferred  their  shares  to  a  single  person, 
was,  nevertheless,  not  dissolved,  and  that  its  existence  could  be  ter- 
minated only  by  judgment  of  forfeiture  or  by  surrender  accepted  by  the 
State.     Bussellw  McLellan,  14  Fick.  (Mass.),  69,  70;  Newton  Mfg. 
Go.  V.  White,  42  Ga.,  148  ;  Baldwin  v.  Canfield,  26  Minn.,  43. 

The  dissolution  of  a  pecuniary  or  business  corporation  is  effected  in 
one  of  the' following  wa^-s,  viz.  :  (1)  by  the  expiration  of  its  charter; 
(2)  by  Act  of  the  Legislature,  where  power  is  reserved  for  that  pur- 
pose, or  there  is  no  constitutional  inhibition;  (3)  b3'  surrender  of 
charter  which  is  accepted ;  (4)  by  forfeiture  of  the  franchises  and 
judgment  of  dissolution  pronounced  by  a  Court  having  jurisdiction. 
2  Morawetz,  Sec.  1004 ;  Taylor  on  Private  Corporations,  Sec.  430.  It 
is  not  pretended  that  the  Bethel  Hotel  Company  was  dissolved  in 
either  of  the  ways  indicated.  The  charter  of  the  corporation  has  not 
expired,  neither  has  it  been  repealed  by  the  Legislature,  or  been  sur- 
rendered to  the  State  by  its  members  or  stoclsholders.  It  may  be  true 
that  there  was  a  nonuser  of  its  franchises  by  the  corporation  for  a 
period  of  seven  years  or  more,  occasioned  by  the  sale  of  the  only 
property  it  owned  which  could  have  been  used  for  hotel  purposes. 
Undoubtedly  the  nonuser  of  its  franchises  by  a  corporation  is  ground 
for  dissolution  and  forfeiture  of  its  charter,  at  the  instance  of  the  State ; 
but  until  sentence  of  dissolution  has  been  pronounced  by  a  Court 
of  competent  jurisdiction, '  in  a  proper  proceeding  instituted  for  the 
purpose,  the  corporation  will  continue  to  exist,  notwithstanding  its 
.failure  to  use  its  franchises.  And  forfeiture  can  only  be  decreed  in  a 
iproceeding  directly  instituted  for  the  purpose,  by  the  State  granting  it. 
ftCode  (M.  &  V.)  §  1712;  State  v.  Butler,  15  Lea,  104,  110;  Jersey 
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City  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Consumers'  Gas  Co.,  40  N.  J.  Eq.,  427;  Broad-\( 
welly.  Merritt,  87  Mo.  95.     Until  dissolution  has  been  thus  judicially  y, 
pronounced,  neither  the  existence  of  the  corporation  or  its  title  to  its  ^ 
property  can  be  questioned  collaterally. 

We  are  bound  to  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  Bethel  Hotel  Company  u 
was  not  dissolved,  or  its  franchises  extinguished  for  any  of  the  reasons    \  \ 
alleged  by  the  defendants,  and  that  it  is  now  a  corporation  endued      \ 
with  life,  with  authority  to  own  property  and  exercise  all  the  powers       \ 
conferred  on  it  by  its  charter. 

Defendants  insist  that  the  alleged  equitable  estate  of  Lucius  Frier- 
son  in  the  property  of  the  Bethel  Hotel  Company,  did  not  depend 
alone  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  but  resulted  also  from 
the  fact  that  he  was  the  sole  owner  of  all  its  capital  stock.  The  pro- 
position is,  that  if  one  person  owns  all  the  shares  of  stock  of  a  corpo- 
ration which  owes  no  debts,  he,  in  virtue  of  such  ownership,  becomes  the 
equitable  owner  of  all  its  property,  or,  at  least,  may  sell  and  dispose 
of  it  by  deed,  if  he  ehoose>  to  do  so.  This  proposition  is  argued  by 
counsel  for  defendant  with  force  and  ability,  and  is  supported  by  some 
authority.  It  has  found  favor  with  the  Supreme  Court  of  Maryland 
{Swift  V.  Smith,  65  Md.,  428,  433);  but  the  decision  of  that  learned 
Court  is  opposed  by  the  current  of  authority,  and  seems  to  us  to  over- 
look and  ignore  certain  principles  that  are  fundamental. 

A  corporation  and  its  shareholders  are  distinct  legal  entities.  In 
JKeith  V.  Clark,  4  Lea,  718,  this  Court  held  that,  notwithstanding  the 
State  owned  all  the  stock  in  the  Bank  of  Tennessee,  "  tlie  bank  and 
the  State  are  entirely  diflferent  legal  entities,"  and,  in  Lillard  v.  Porter, 
2  Head,  175,  it  was  said,  "stockholders  are  totally  distinct  from  the  cor- 
poration." Important  consequences  result  from  this  rule.  The  share- 
holders are  neither  responsible  for  the  debts  nor  for  the  torts  of  the 
corporation.  In  the  absence  of  special  circumstances,  the  shareholders 
cannot  be  parties,  either  plaintiffs  or  defendants,  in  actions  respecting 
corporate  rights,  nor  have  thej'  any  title  or  direct  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty of  the  corporation. 

"Shareholders,"  says  Thompson,  "are  not  joint  tenants  or  in  any 
other  sense  co-owners  of  the  corporate  property,  either  before  or  after 
its  dissolution.  The  title  to  it  rests  exclusively  in  the  legal  entity 
called  the  corporation.  A  share  of  the  capital  stock  merely  gives  the 
right  to  partake,  according  to  the  amount  put  into  the  fund,  of  the 
surplus  profits  of  the  corporation,  and  ultimately,  on  the  dissolution  of 
it,  of  so  much  of  the  fund  thus  created  as  remains  unimpaired  and  is 
not  liable  for  debts  of  the  corporation."  Commentaries  on  the  Law  of 
Corporations,  Sec.  1071.  As  the  shareholders  have  no  direct  interest"^ 
m  the  corporate  property,  they  cannot  convey  the  real  estate  of  the  J 
corporation,  though  all  join  in  the  deed.  — 

In  Wheelock  v.  Moulton,  15  Vt.  519,  Eedfield,  J.,  stated  the  reasons 
for  the  rule  in  his  usual  clear  and  accurate  style.  In  that  case,  Moul- 
ton and  Hutchinson,  sole  proprietors  and  owners  of  all  the  stock  of  a 
corporation,  conveyed  its  real  estate,  in  mortgage,  to  secure  the  repay' 
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ment  of  money  borrowed  of  the  plaintiff,  Wheelock.  He  brought  suit 
to  enforce  his  mortgage.  Judge  Eedfleld  said :  "  The  fact  that  the 
signers  of  this  deed  owned  the  whole  of  the  shares  will  make  no  diflCer- 
ence  in  regard  to  the  necessity  of  a  vote  of  the  corporation,  in  order 
to  convey  the  land.  The  title  to  Ure- land~WSsTn  the~S&rporation,  not 
in  the  individual  shareholders.  The  deed  of  one,  or  of  anj'  number  of 
the  stockholders,  will  not  afEect  the  title  to  the  land.  The  share  owners 
are  not  tenants  in  common  of  the  land.  They  have  no  title  whatever 
to  any  of  the  property  of  the  corporation.  It  is  true  that  one  who 
"owned  all  the  shares  might  control  the  corporation,  and  so  he  could  if 
he  owned  a  majoritj'  of  the  shares ;  but  he  could,  in  either  case,  do  it 
onl^'  by  a  vote  of  the  corporation,  at  a  meeting  held  in  strict  accord- 
ance with  the  statutes  of  the  corporation." 

-^ And  in  Humphreys  v.  McKissick,  140  U.  S.  304,  Mr.  Justice  Field, 

discussing  the  same  question,  said :  "The  property  of  a  corporation  is 
not  subject  to  the  control  of  individual  members,  whether  acting  sep- 
aratelj'  or  jointly.  They  can  neither  incumber  nor  transfer  that  prop- 
erty, nor  authorize  others  to  do  so.  The  corporation  —  the  artificial 
being  created  —  holds  the  property,  and  alone  can  mortgage  or  trans- 
fer it,  and  the  corporation  acts  only  through  its  oflBcers,  subject  to  the 
conditions  prescribed  b^'  law." 

A  very  instructive  case  on  this  question  is  Baldwin  v.  Canfield,  26 
Minn.,  43.  The  facts  of  that  case  were  very  similar  to  those  of  this 
case,  and  the  direct  question  now  under  consideration  was  passed  upon. 
The  opinion  of  the  court  was  in  accord  with  the  cases  above  cited. 
See  also  Button  v.  Hoffman,  61  Wis.,  20. 

We  are  thus  led,  both  b3'  reason  and  authority,  to  the  conclusion 
that  Lucius  Frierson,  as  sole  stockholder  of  the  Bethel  Hotel  Com- 
pany,  had  no  title,  legal  or  equitable,  to  its  property.  The  title  to  the 
property  was  in  the  Bethel  Hotel  Company,  and  could  only  be  con- 
veyed by  it.     The  convej-ance  of  its  real  estate  is  one  of  the  most 

-^solemn  acts  of  a  corporation,  and  it  can  only  be  done  in  pursuance  of 
a  vote  of  the  corporation,  and  hy  deed  executed  in  the  form  and  mode 
prescribed  by  law.  Thompson's  Commenliaries  on  the  Law  of  Cor- 
porations, Sec.  5096.  At  common  law  a  corporation  could  not  exe- 
cute a  deed  to  realty  except  under  seal ;  and  the  general  corporations 
'  Act  of  1875,  under  which  the  Bethel  Hotel  Company  was  organized, 

[    provides  that,  if  the  corporation  have  no  seal,  it  shall  be  bound  by  the 

V^signature  of  its  name  bj'  a  duly  authorized  oflBcer. 
/^!To  have  made  a  valid  conveyance  of  the  real  estate  of  the  company, 

/  it  was  necessary,  therefore,  that  the  deed  should  have  been  executed 
in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  under  seal,  if  it  had  one,  and,  if  not, 

\  its  name  should  have  been  signed  by  an  agent  duly  authorized  by  its 
.  governing  agency,  its  board  of  directors.  Garrett  v.  Belmont  IJand 
Co.,  94  Tenn.,  460.  As  we  have  seen,  nothing  of  this  kind  was  done. 
The  deed  to  defendant,  Webster,  was  executed  by  Lucius  Frierson,  ia 
his  own  name  and  under  his  own  signature.  The  Bethel  Hotel  Com- 
pany, although  it  owned  the  property,  was  in  no  sense  a  party  to  It. 
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For  this  and  otter  reasons  given,  the  deed  of  Lucius  Frierson,  convey- 
ing the  real  estate  of  the  Bethel  Hotel  Company  to  defendant,  W.  J. 
Webster,  was  void,  and  conveyed  to  him  no  title  or  interest  therein. 

We  have  assumed  as  a  fact,  in  the  preceding  discussion,  that  Lucius 
Frierson  was,  in  truth,  the  sole  owner  of  all  the  shares  of  stock  of  the 
Bethel  Hotel  Company  at  the  date  he  executed  the  deed  to  Webster. 
But  was  he  ?  x 

[The  court  then  held  that  the  pledgees  of  the  stock  acquired  title  \ 
thereto,  even  though  they  took  with  notice  of  a  by-law  of  the  company  1 
that  no  transfer  should  be  effectual  unless  made  on  the  books  of  the/ 
company.] 

BUTTON  V.  HOFFMAN. 

1884.    61  Wisconsin,  20. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  Jackson  County. 

Eeplevin.  The  facts  sufficiently  appear  from  the  opinion.  The 
defendant  appealed  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

C.  J.  Ainsworth  and  S.  U.  Finney,  for  appellant. 

Carl  C.  Pope,  for  respondent. 

Orton,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  replevin  in  which  the  title  of  the 
plaintiff  to  the  property  was  put  in  issue  by  the  answer. 

In  his  instructions  to  the  jury  the  learned  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court 
said :  "I  think  the  testimony  is  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  title  to  the 
property."  The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  title  was  that  the  property 
belonged  to  a  corporation  known  as  "  The  Hayden  &  Smith  Manufac- 
turing Company,"  and  that  he  purchased  and  became  the  sole  owner  of 
all  of  the  capital  stock  of  said  corporation.  As  the  plaintiff  in  his 
testimony  expressed  it,  "  I  bought  all  the  stock.  I  own  all  the  stock 
now.  I  became  the  absolute  owner  of  the  mill.  It  belonged  at  that 
time  to  the  company,  and  I  am  the  company."  There  was  no  other 
evidence  of  the  condition  of  the  corporation  at  the  time.  Is  this  suf- 
ficient evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  title  ?  We  think  not.  The  learned 
counsel  of  the  respondent  in  his  brief  says  :  "  The  property  had  for- 
merly belonged  to  the  Hayden  &  Smith  Manufacturing  Company,  but 
the  respondent  had  purchased  and  become  the  owner  of  all  the  stock  of 
the  company,  and  thus  became  its  sole  owner." 

From  the  very  nature  of  a  private  business  corporation,  or  indeed  of 
any  corporation,  the  stockholders  are  not  the  private  and  joint  owners 
of  its  property.  The  corporation  is  the  re^l  though  artificial  person 
substituted  for  the  natural  persons  who  procured  its  creation  and  have 
pecuniary  interests  in  it,  in  which  all  its  property  is  vested,  and  by 
which  it  is  controlled,  managed,  and  disposed  of.  It  must  purchase, 
hold,  grant,  sell,  and  convey  the  corporate  property,  and  do  business, 
sue  and  be  sued,  plead  and  be  impleaded,  for  corporate  purposes,  by 
its  corporate  name.  The  corporation  must  do  its  business  in  a  certain 
way,  and  by  its  regularly  appointed  officers  and  agents,  whose  acts  are 
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those  of  the  corporation  onlj'  as  thej-  are  within  the  powers  and  pur- 
poses of  the  coi'poration.  In  an  ordinary  copartnersliip  the  members 
of  it  act  as  natural  persons  and  as  agents  for  each  other,  and  with  un- 
limited liability.  But  not  so  with  a  corporation  ;  its  members,  as  natural 
persons,  are  merged  in  the  corporate  identity.  Ang.  &  A.  Corp. 
§§  40,  46,  100,  591,  595.  A  share  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  corpora- 
tion is  defined  to  be  a  right  to  partake,  according  to  the  amount  sub- 
scribed, of  the  surplus  profits  obtained  from  the  use  and  disposal  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  company  to  those  purposes  for  which  the  companj' 
is  constituted.  Ang.  &  A.  Corp.  §  557.  The  corporation  is  the  trustee 
for  the  management  of  the  property,  and  the  stockholders  are  the  mere 
cestui  que  trusts.  Gray  v.  Portland  Bank,  3  Mass.  365  ;  JEidman  v. 
Bowman,  58  Ills.  444  ;  s.  c.  11  Am.  Rep.  90 ;  4  Am.  Corp.  Cas.  850. 
The  right  of  alienation  or  assignment  of  the  property  is  in  the  corpora- 
tion alone,  and  this  right  is  not  affected  by  making  the  stockholders  indi- 
vidually liable  for  the  corporate  debts.  Ang.  &  A.  Corp.  §  191 ;  Pope 
V.  Brandon,  2  Stew.  (Ala.)  401 ;  Whitwell  v.  Warner,  20  Vt.  444.  The 
property  of  the  corporation  is  the  mere  instrument  wherebj'  the  stock 
is  made  to  produce  the  profits,  which  are  the  dividends  to  be  declared 
from  time  to  time  by  corporate  authority  for  the  benefit  of  the  stock- 
holders, while  the  property  itself,  which  produces  them,  continues  to 
belong  to  the  corporation.  Bradley  v.  Holdsworth,  3  M.  &  W.  422  ; 
Waltham  Bank  v.  Waltham,  10  Met.  334  ;  Tippets  v.  Walker,  4  Mass. 
595.  The  corporation  holds  its  property  only  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  permitted  to  acquire  it,  and  even  the  corporation  cannot 
divert  it  from  such  use,  and  a  shareholder  has  no  legal  right  to  it,  or 
the  profits  arising  therefrom,  until  a  lawful  division  is  made  by  the 
directors  or  other  proper  officers  of  the  corporation,  or  hy  judicial 
determination.  Ang.  &  A.  Corp.  §§  160,  190,  557;  Hyatt  y.  Allen, 
56  N.  Y.  553 ;  s.  c.  15  Am.  Rep.  449  ;  4  Am.  Corp.  Cas.  624.  A 
conveyance  of  all  the  capital  stock  to  a  purchaser  gives  to  such  pur- 
chaser only  an  equitable  interest  in  the  property  to  carry  on  business 
under  the  act  of  incorporation  and  in  the  corporate  name,  and  the  cor- 
poration is  still  the  legal  owner  of  the  same.  Wilde  v.  Jenkins, 
4  Paige,  481.  A  legal  distribution  of  the  property  after  a  dissolution 
of  the  corporation  and  settlement  of  its  affairs  is  the  inception  of  any 
title  of  a  stockholder  to  it,  although  he  be  the  sole  stockholder. 
Ang.  &  A.  Corp.  §  779a. 

These  general  principles  sufficiently  establish  the  doctrine  that  the 
owner  of  all  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  does  not  therefore  own 
its  property,  or  any  of  it,  and  does  not  himself  become  the  corporation, 
as  a  natural  person,  to  own  its  property  and  do  its  business  in  his  own 
name.  While  the  corporation  exists  he  is  a  mere  stockholder  of  it, 
and  nothing  else.  The'  consequences  of  a  violation  of  these  prin- 
ciples would  be  that  the  stockholders  would  be  the  private  and  joint- 
owners  of  the  corporate  property,  and  they  could  assume  the  powers  of 
the  corporation,  and  supersede  its  functions  in  its  use  and  disposition 
for  their  own  benefit  without  personal  liability,  and  thus  destroy  the 
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corporation,  terminate  the  business  and  defraud  its  creditors.  Tlie 
stockholders  would  be  the  owners  of  the  property,  and  at  the  same 
time  it  would  beloMg  to  the  corporation.  One  stockholder  owning  the 
whole  capital  stock  could  of  course  do  what  several  stockholders  could 
lawfully  do.  It  is  said  in  Viica  y.  ChurohiU,  33  N.  Y.  161,  "the 
interest  of  a  stockholder  is  of  a  collateral  nature,  and  is  not  the  interest 
of  an  owner ; "  and  in  Hyatt  v.  Allen,  supra,  that  ' '  a  shareholder  in  a 
corporation  has  no  legal  title  to  its  property  or  profits  until  a  division 
is  made."  In  Winona,  k&c.  B.  Co.  v.  St.  P.,  <fec.  B.  Co.,  23  Minn. 
359,  it  is'^held  that  the  corporation  is  still  the  absolute  owner,  and 
vested  with  the  legal  title  of  the  property,  and  the  real  party  in  interest, 
although  another  partj'  has  become  the  owner  of  the  sole  beneficial 
interest  in  its  rights,,  property  and  immunities.  In  Baldwin  v.  Can- 
field,  26  Minn.  43,  it  was  held  that  the  sole  owner  of  the  stock  did  not 
own  the  land  of  the  corporation  so  as  to  convey  the  same.  In  Bartlett 
v.  Brickett,  14  Allen,  62,  an  action  of  replevin  was  brought  by  A.,  B. 
g,nd  C,  as  the  "Trustees  of  the  Ministerial  Fund  in  the  North  Parish 
in  Haverhill,"  which  was  the  corporate  name.  In  portions  of  the  writ 
the  plaintiffs  were  referred  to  as  "the  said  trustees"  and  "  the  said 
plaintiffs."  In  the  bond,  "A.,  B.  and  C,  trustees  as  aforesaid," 
became  bound,  and  the  officer  in  his  return,  certified  that  he  had  taken 
a  bond  "  from  the  within-named  A.,  B.  and  C,"  and  the  property 
was  receipted  by  "A.,  B.  and  C,  plaintiffs."  It  was  held  that  the 
action  was  not  by  the  corporation,  as  it  should  have  been,  and  judg- 
ment was  rendered  for  the  defendant.  It  is  said  in  Van  AUen  v. 
Assessors,  3  Wall.  584,  "  the  corporation  is  the  legal  owner  of  all  the 
property  of  the  bank,  both  real  and  personal."  In  Wilde  v.  Jenkins, 
supra,  where  a  copartnership  bought  all  the  property  and  effects, 
together  with  the  franchises  of  a  corporation,  and  elected  themselves 
trustees  of  the  corporation,  it  was  held  that  the  corporation  was  not 
dissolved,  and  that  the  legal  title  to  the  real  and  personal  property 
was  still  in  the  corporation  for  their  benefit.  In  Mickles  v.  B.  C. 
Bank,  11.  Paige,  118,  it  was  held  that  although  a  corporation  was 
deemed  to  have  surrendered  its  charter  for  non-user,  it  was  not  dis- 
solved, and  would  not  be  until  its  dissolution  was  judicially  declared, 
and  that  until  then  its  property  could  be  taken  and  sold  by  its  judg- 
ment creditors.  In  Bennett  v.  Am.  Art  Union,  5  Sandf.  614,  it  was 
held  that  "  as  a  general  rule,  the  whole  title,  legal  and  equitable  (to  its 
property),  is  vested  in  the  corporation  itself,"  and  that  the  individual 
members  have  no  other  or  greater  interest  in  it  than  is  expressly  given 
to  thera  by  the  charter,  and  the  prayer  of  the  complainant  as  a  share- 
holder in  the  Art  Union,  for  an  injunction  against  a  certain  disposition 
of  its  property  was  denied,  because  he  had  no  interest  in  it.  See  also 
Oooduoin  v.  Hardy,  57  Me.  143. 

It  is  true  that  none  of  the  above  cases  are  precisely  parallel  with  the 
present  case  in  facts,  but  they  are  sufficiently  analogous  to  be  authority 
upon  the  principle  that  the  plaintiff,  as  tlie  sole  stockholder  of  the  cor- 
poration, is  not  the  legal  owner  of  its  property.     He  may  have  an 
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equitable  interest  in  it,  but  in  this  action  he  must  show  a  legal  title  to 
the  property  in  himself  in  order  to  recover,  and  he  has  shown  that 
such  title  is  in  another  person.  Timp  v.  Dockhum,  32  Wis.  146 ; 
Sensenbrenner  v.  Mathews,  48  Wis.  250 ;  s.  c.  33  Am.  Rep.  809.  In 
analogy  to  the  above  principle  it  was  held  in  Murphy  v.  Hanrahan,  50 
Wis.  485,  that  the  sole  heirs  of  an  estate  did  not  have  such  a  legal 
title  to  a  promissory  note  given  to  their  father  as  would  entitle  them  to 
sue  the  maker  upon  it,  because  the  title  to  it  was  in  the  administrator, 
and  they  could  obtain  the  title  only  by  administration  and  distribution 
according  to  law.  The  heirs  in  that  case  certainly  had  as  much  equi- 
table interest  in  that  note  as  this  plaintiff  has  in  the  property  in  con- 
troversy. The  want  of  title  to  the  property  being  fatal  to  the  plaintiffs 
recovery  in  the  action  between  the  present  parties,  other  alleged  errors 
will  not  be  considered. 

Bt  the  Court.     The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and 

the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

Reversed  and  rente 
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1839.     13  Conn.  173.» 

Assumpsit  on  stock  subscription.  Defendant  offered  to  prove  an 
admission  made  by  one  Hickok,  a  stockholder  in  the  plaintiff  corpo- 
ration. The  evidence  was  excluded.  Verdict  for  plaintifiE.  Motion 
for  a  ne-w  trial. 

Dutton,  for  defendant. 

Bissell  and  Booth,  for  plaintiff. 

Williams,  C.  J.  ...  It  is  claimed,  that  Slckoh  being  a  stockholder 
In  the  company,  his  declarations  are  admissible  as  the  confessions  of  a 
party.  That  the  confessions  of  the  p'"'^X-0i'^"'"-^tfi-Ty£:9r<?  .""'V  be  given 
in  evidence,  is  certainly  true.  Testimony  of  this  kind  proceeds  upon 
-the  ground  that  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  pgrsons  will  admit  anything 
/*  against  their  interests.  There  are  cases,  however,  where  the  party  on 
the  record  has  really  no  interest,  or  at  most  a  mere  nominal  interest ; 
as  where  a  person  has  assigned  a  note  without  recourse ;  where  a 
partnership  is  dissolved,  and  one  is  to  discharge  the  debts,  &c. ;  in 
which  cases,  this  evidence  is  admitted,  but  with  reluctance.  In  New- 
York  it  has  been  held,  that  the  admissions  of  partners  after  a  dissolu- 
tion, cannot  be  given  in  evidence  against  a  co-partner,  except  to  pre- 
vent the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  Sopkins  v.  Bank, 
7  Cow.  650,  653  ;  Gleason  &  al.  v.  Clark,  admr.  9  Cow.  57  ;  Hdckley  v. 
Patrick  &  al.  3  Johns.  Rep.  536.  We  have  adhered  to  the  English  rule 
m  admitting  the  evidence,  although  in  certain  cases  holding  that  it  was 
entitled  to  no  weight.  Coit  v.  Tracy,  9  Conn.  Rep.  1,  8  Conn. 
Rep.  268,  277.     It  becomes  important  to  inquire,  in  this  case,  whether 

1  Statement  atridged.  Arguments  omitted.  Only  so  much  of  the  opinion  is 
given  as  relates  to  one  point.  —  Ed. 
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Blckoh  13  a  party  upon  the  record.  It  he  is,  then  any  single  share- 
holder in  aBanEMany  amom^Tof  capital  is  a  party  to  any  suit  brought 
by  the  bank,  and  his  declarations  are  admissible.  Whatever  may  be 
said  as  to  the  shareholders  in  corporations  being  parties  in  fact  or 
parties  in  interest,  it  is  certain  they  are  not  parties  upon  the  record. 
The  record  speaks  only  of  the  artificial,  intangible,^b'Sitf^'  creat'efTby 
the  act  of  incorporation.  In  corporations  of  this  character,  it  speaks  of 
and  knows  no  individual.  There  are  cases,  however,  in  which  coarts 
have  drawn  aside  the  veil  and  looked  at  the  character  of  the  individual 
corporators ;  particularlj'  when  the  question  arises  as  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court.  This  has  been  done  bj'  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  the  better  to  carry  into  effect  the  spirit  of  the  constitu- 
tion, giving  the  courts  of  the  United  States  jui-isdiction  in  suits  between 
inhabitants.  Bank  of  the  United  States  v.  Deveaux,  5  Cranch,  91,  2. 
But  this  is  confined  to  the  question  of  jurigdiction,  and  has  never  been 
extended  further.  Bank  of'Siiff^ttl  v.  Marie,  13  Pet.  586.  So,  too, 
this  court  has  holden,  that  a  judge  shall  not  sit  who  is  within  the  pro- 
hibited degrees  of  relationship  to  a  member  of  a  corporation  ;  and  this 
to  carry  into  effect  the  spirit  of  the  act  and  to  prevent  any  suspicion  of 
partiality.  These  cases,  however,  rather  form  exceptions  to  the  rule 
than  create  a  new  one.  We  see  nothing  in  the  case  before  us  which 
ought  to  induce  the  court  to  extend  the  rule  of  law  bej'ond  its  letter. 
On  the  other  hand,  there  are  strong  objections  to  this  evidence.  The 
first  results  from  the  nature  of  the  evidence  itself.  For  although  the 
declarations  of  the  party  in  interest  against  his  interest,  if  fairly  repre- 
sented, are  strong  evidence  against  him  ;  yet  there  is_so  tnuch  suspicion 
often  attached  to  it  from  the  misapprehension  of  ^heliearer  and  the 
treachery  ot  memory  in_the_renorter,  to  say  nothing  of  the  danger 
'arising  trqm  a  preiudiced  mind^Jhat  it  is  often  to  be  received  with  many 
-gTains"  of  allowance.  In  cases  of  this  kind  the  interest  is  frequently  so 
minute  as  to  create  no  presumption,  or  a  very  slight  one,  that  the  per- 
son would  not  make  such  a  declaration  because  against  his  interest. 
On  the  contrary,  many  circumstances  too  minute  for  explanation, 
might  lead  to  a  bias  much  stronger  than  such  pecuniary  interest. 
Every  day's  experience  will  shew  us  that  the  prejudices  and  alienations 
which  arise  in  the  intercourse  of  business,  entirelx  overpower  the  slight 
interest  of  small  shareholders ;  and  although  this  would  be  no  reason 
for  excluding  evidence  clearly  admissible,  yet  it  may  be  proper,  in 
considering  whether'  evidfiHOe  fiSCluded  by  the  letter  of  the  rule  is 
within  its  spirit.  Besides,  the  knowledge  of  indiyidual  stockholders  is 
generally  so  limited  as  to  makejt^of  no  importance. 

It  is  said,~Eowevei^  that  all  these  are  proper  considerations  for  the 
jury  to  weigh.  But  when  we  consider  .the  surprise  upon  the  real  party 
from  testimony  of  this  kind  from  unexpected  quarters,  which  must  fre- 
quently bappen,  and  the  embarrassments  occasioned  thereby,  the  mul- 
titude of  collateral  inquiries  which  might  often  arise  in  investigating 
the  real  connexion  onhe  persons  whose  admissions  are  offered  in 
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evidence,  and  the  delaj-  attending  such  inquiries,  it  seems  to  us  that 
such  evidence  would  more  often  mislead  than  guide  to  truth.  /Itrseems 
to  be  supposed,  that  because  the  individual  stockholder  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  testify,  his  declarations  therefore  are  admissible  ;  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  declarations  of  any  person  who  cannot  be  cftnapelled 
to  testify  on  account  of  his  interest  are  admissible  as  evidence^Take 
the  case  of  bail,  of  a  feme  covert,  of  a  person  who,  by  'Bis  answer, 
might  subject  himself  to  a  penalty  or  a  debt ;  their  declarations  are 
not  admissible  as  a  matter  of  course.  In  such  cases,  perhaps  a  court 
of  chancery,  upon  proper  application,  might  compel  a  disclosure.  Then 
there  would  be  no  surprise ;  and  such  terms  might  be  imposed  as  would 
render  it  safe.  We  know  that  in  England  it  has  been  decided  by  the 
court  of  King's  Bench,  that  the  admissions  of  a  rated  parishioner  may 
be  evidence  in  a  suit  bj-  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish.  It  seems  to 
have  been  thus  first  decided  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  in  fact  a  suit 
against  the  inhabitants  themselves.  Tfbe  Sing  v.  Inhahitants  of 
Hardwick,  11  East,  578,  586.  There  the  suit  is,  in  name  as  well  as 
in  fact,  against  the  inhabitants  ;  and  the  property  of  the  individuals  is 
liable  to  be  taken  in  execution.  McLoud  v.  Selhy,  10  Conn.  Rep.  395. 
And  in  a  case  but  two  years  before,  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  in  an 
action  by  a  corporation,  what  anj'  individual  said  [referring  to  individ- 
ual corporators]  could  not  be  given  in  evidence,  although  he  did  not 
extend  the  rule  to  the  declarations  of  a  public  officer  of  the  corporation. 
The  Mayor  of  London  v.  Long,  1  Campb.  22.  Before  either  of  these 
cases,  our  superior  court  had  decided  that  the  declarations  of  an  indi- 
vidual member  of  a  corporation,  even  although  he  was  an  officer  in  it, 
could  not  be  given  in  evidence.  Sartford  Bank  v.  Hart,  3  Day,  494. 
That  decision,  has  ever  since  been  acquiesced  in ;  and  it  is  by  the 
supreme  court  of  New  York  favourably  contrasted  with  the  English 
decisions.  Osgood  y.  Manhattan  Bank,  3  Cowen,  623.  And  upon  a 
careful  review,  we  are  not  disposed  to  question  the  propriety  of  what 
has  long  been  considered  our  settled  practice.  In  the  state  of  Maine, 
too,  a  similar  decision  has  been  made.  Polleys  v.  Ocean  Insurance 
Company,  2  Shep.  141. 

•  ••••••• 

Ifew  trial  not  to  be  granted. 
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'  PEOPLE  V.  NORTH  RIVER  SUGAR  REFINING  CO. 

1890.     121  New  York,  582.1 

Appeal  from  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court 
In  the  first  judicial  department,  entered  upon  an  order  made  November  7, 
1889,  which  aflSrmed  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  entered  upon 
&  verdict  directed  by  the  trial  court,  and  affirmed  an  order  denying  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  attornej'-general  to  have  the  de- 
fendant "  dissolved,  its  charter  vacated  and  its  corporate  existence 
annulled." 

The  complaint  alleged,  and  it  was  found,  that  defendant  is  a  corpora- 
tion organized  under  the  General  Manufacturing  Act ;  that  it,  together 
with  other  corporations  engaged  in  the  business  of  sugar  refining,  in 
violation  of  law  and  in  abuse  of  its  powers,  became  a  party  to  and  car- 
ried out  a  certain  agreement.  Some  of  the  material  features  of  this 
agreement  are,  in  substance,  as  follows : 

All  the  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  all  the  corporations  shall  be 
^ansferred  to  a  board  consisting  of  eleven  persons. 

In  lieu  of  the  capital  stock  of  each  corporation,  certificates  not 
axceeding  $50,000,000  shall  be  issued  by  the  board,  and  allotted  in 
certain  proportions  to  the  respective  corporations.  15  per  cent  of  the  . 
certificates  thus  allotted  to  each  corporation  shall  be  left  with  the  board  ; 
the  remaining  85  per  cent  shall  be  divided  among  the  former  stock- 
holders in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  stock  former!}-  owned  by  each.  i     / 

The  board  of  eleven  persons,  holding  all  the  stock  of  all  the  corpora-  Af    ' 
tions,  may  transfer  share3_to  persons  whom  it  may  desire  should  be 
constituted  directors  of  such  corporations. 

The  several  corporations  shall  maintain  their  separate  organizations, 
and  each  shall  carr^'  on  and  conduct  its  own  business. 

Thfc  profits  arising  from  the  business  of  each  corporation  shall  be 
paid  over  by  it  to  the  board  hereby'  created,  and  the  aggregate  of  said 
profits,  or  such  amount  as  may  be  designated  for  dividends,  shall  be 
proportionately  distributed  by  said  board,  at  such  times  as  it  may  de- 
termine, to  the  holders  of  the  certificates  issued  by  said  board  for  capital 
stock. 

No  action  shall  be  taken  by  the  board  which  shall  create  liability  by 
it  or  by  its  members. 

The  certificates  retained  by  the  board  (15  per  cent  of  the  entire  issue) 
shall  be  subject  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  board  either  for  the  acquisition 
of  other  refineries  to  become  parties  to  this  agreement,  payment  fol 
additional  capacitj-,  or  by  appropriations  to  the  several  refineries. 

The  funds  necessary-  to  enable  the  board  to  make  the  payments  herein 
provided  to  be  made  by  it  may  be  raised  by  mortgage  to  be  made  by 

1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  portions  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed, 
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the  corporations,  or  either,  any,  or  all  of  them,  on  their  property,  and 
by  such  other  means  as  shall  be  satisfactory  to  such  board. 

Vacancies  in  the  board  by  expiration  of  office  shall  be  filled  at  an 
annual  meeting  of  the  holders  of  certificates,  at  which  said  holders  shall 
vote  according  to  the  number  of  shares  for  which  they  hold  certificates. 
Other  facts  material  to  the  decision  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
James  C.  Carter,  and  John  E.  Parsons,  for  appellant. 
Charles  F.    Tabor,  Attorney  General,  and  Roger  A.  Pryor,  for 
respondent. 
Finch,  J.     The  judgment  sought  against  the  defendant  is  one  of 
iji/'corporate  death.    The  State,  which  created,  asks  us  to  destroy ;  and  the 
jf-       penalty  invoKed  represents  the  extreme  rigor  of  the  law.     Its  infliction 
'         , .  must  rest  upon  grave  cause,  and  be  warranted  by  material  misconduct. 
j ,  '• '     The  life  of  a  corporation  is  indeed  less  than  that  of  the  humblest  citizen, 
J     ,      and^t  it  envelops  great  accumulations  of  property,  moves  and  carries 
.    '         in  TSvge.  volume  the  business  and  enterprise  of  the  people,  and  may  not 
be  destroyed  wiUi2uL£leajiAnd~aiaadjant_reasoiy  That  would  be  true 
even  if  the  legislature  should  debate  the  destruction  of  the  corporate 
life  by  a  repeal  of  the  corporate  charter ;  but  is  bej-ond  dispute  where 
the  State  summons  the  offender  before  its  judicial  tribunals,  and  sub- 
mits its  complaint  to  their  judgment  and  review^.   By_  that-  process  it 
'      •-       assumes  the  burden  of  establishing  the  charges  which  it  has  made,  and 
must  show  us  warrant  in  the  facts  for  th'e  relief  which  it  seeks. 

i  ■''     Two  questions,  therefore,  open  before  us :   first,  has  the  defendant 
'    corporation  exceedec[ or j^buse^ijg, powers,  and,  second,  does  that excess- 
,     '     'or  abuse  threaten  or  harinJhej)jabUc_welfare. 

'  The  flrst"questron  requires  us  to  ascertain  what  the  defendant  corpo- 
ration hasdguij  in  violation  of  its  dut}',  or  omitted  to  do  in  perform- 
ance of  its  duty.  We  find  disclosed  by  the  p'rodi~that  it  has  become 
an  integral  pai-t  and  constituent  element  of  a  combination  which  pos- 
sesses over  it  an  absolute  control,  which  has  absorbed  most  of  its 
corporate  functions,  and  dictates  the  extent  and  manner  and  terms  of 
its  entire  business  activit}'.  Into  that  combination,  which  drew  into  its 
control  sixteen  other  corporations  engaged  in  the  refining  of  sugar,  the 
defendant  has  gone,  in  some  manner  and  by  some  process,  for  as  an 
unquestionable  truth  we  find  it  there.  All  its  stock  has  been  transferred 
to  the  central  association  of  eleven  individuals  denominated  a  "  Board ; " 
in  exchange  it  has  taken  and  distributed  to  its  own  stockholders  certifi- 
cates of  the  board  carrying  a  proportionate  interest  in  what  it  describes 
as  its  capital  stock ;  the  new  directors  of  the  defendant  corporation 
have  been  chosen  by  the  board,  made  eligible  by  its  gift  of  single  shares, 
and  liable  to  removal  under  theterms  of  their  appointment  at  any 
moment  of  independent  action.  QI  has  lost  the  power  to  make  a  divi- 
...h  I  dend,  and  is  compelled  to  j[)ay  over  its  net  earnings  to  the  master  whose 
servant  it  has  become^'TUnder  the  orders  of  that  master  it  has  ceased 
to  refine  sugar,  and  by  so  much,  has  lessened  the  supply  upon  tha 
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inarkeO  /tcannot  stir  unless  the  master  approves,  and  yet  is  entitled 
to  receTveTrom  the  earnings  of  the  other  refineries,  massed  as  profits  in 
the  treasury  of  the  board,  its  proportionate  share  for  division  among  its 
own  stockholders  holding  the  substituted  certiflcatesTjf  In  return  for        .- 
this  advantage  it  has  become  liable  to  be  mortga^e^Tnot  for  its  own   >v  y 
corporate  benefit  alone,  but  to  supply  with  funds  the  controlling  board  ^,.  <^  ^ 

when  reaching  out  for  other  and  coveted  refineries.  No  one  can  look  these  t>  '"' 
facts  fairly  in  the  face  without  being  compelled  to  say  that  the  defendant 
is  in  the  combination  and  in  to  stay.  Indeed,  so  much  is  with  great  frank- 
ness admitted  on  the  part  of  the  appellant.  Its  counsel  concedes  that 
the  stock  was  transferred  "  to  the  board  mentioned  in  the  agreement 
and  on  the  terms  and  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  agreement ; 
and  that  this  action  effectually  lodged  the  control  of  the  defendant 
company,  so  far  as  such  control  can  be  secured  by  the  voting  power, 
in  that  board." 

But  that  truth  does  not  alone  solve  the  problem  presented.     We  are 
yet  to  ascertain  whether  the  corporation  became  the  subordinate  and         ^i  >  " ' 
servant  of  the  board  by  its  own,  voluntary  action^r  the  will  a,nd.^wer    V    yLiAi  ' 
of  others  than  itself;  by  force  of  a  contract  to  which  it  was  in  reality  a  '"'•*^  ..^^^■lf 
par^Tor'SS'tlie'simple  consequence  of  a  change  of  owners  :  bvTS^ault    ''^«'*'<^' 
or  its  misfortune  ;  by  a  sale  or  by  a  trust.     For,  if  jthas_done  nothing,  '^  ^i^''l/U 
if  what  has  happened,  and  all  that  has  happened,  is  ascertained  to  be  ^ 
that  the  stockholders  of  the  defendant,  one  or  many,  sold  absolutely  to  9 
the  eleven  men  who  constituted  the  board  their  entire  stoclc,  and  the 
latter,  by  force  of  their  proprietorship  and  as  owners,  have  merely  chosen 
directors  in  their  own  interest,  and  are  only  managing  their  property 
in  their  own  waj-  as  any  absolute  owners  may  ;  if  that  is  the  truth,  and 
the  entire  and  exact  truth,  it  is  difficult  to  see  wherein  the  corporation 
has  sinned,  or  what  it  has  done  beyond  merely  omitting  for  a  time  to 
carry  on  its  business.     That  is  the  theory  upon  which  tlie  appellant 
stands,  and  which  it  submits  to  our  examination. 

On  the  other  hand  it  is  contended  that  there  never  was  a  sale,  but  a  (^'^  \  .  j 
trust  constituted  bj'  mutual  agreement ;  that  they  who  agreed  were  the  *  f,  i  '1    , ; 
/whole  body  of  stockliolders  in  qach  norporatipnjiecessarilj'  representing  '.Jj/*^  ' 
and  binding  the  corporation  itselfj  that  they  transferred  their  shares  to     ,   |*  *    \ 
^e  Doara  upon  the  trusts  deemed  in  the  deed ;   that  the  certificates      tj^.*^ 
issued  by  the  board  were  the  formal  declaration  of  the  trust ;   that  the    -v 
corporate  stockholders  parted  with  the  legal  title  of  their  stock  to  the 
chosen  trustees  with  the  power  to  vote  upon  it,  but  retained,  neverthe- 
less, its  beneficial  ownership  through  the  operation  of  the  certificates ; 
and  so  the  corporations  entered  into  a  partnership  with  each  other- 
vesting  the  partnership  power  in  a  board  of  control. 

I  have  brought  these  two  theories  face  to  face  where  thej'  may  con- 
front each  other,  because,  when  a  choice  is  made  between  them,  we 
have  gone  a  long  distance  towards  the  end  of  the  controvers}-. 

[The  learned  Judge  held,  that  the  transaction  was  not  a  sale,  but  a 
trust  constituted  by  muitual  agreement.j 


y.^b  n 


I 
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The  combination,  therefore,  framed  by  the  deed  was  a  trust,  and,  if 
created  by  the  corporations,  or  in  any  respect  the  consequence  or  product 
of  their  action,  some  inevitable  results  would  be  certain  to  follow.  But 
here  we  encounter  the  stronghold  of  the  appellant's  argument  which  is, 
that  if  the  corporations  are  in  some  manner  in  the  combination,  they 
^^      are  there  solely  as  the  result  of  a  contract  other  thanJJieii  own  ;  are 
]/  »         there  without  corporate  action  on  their  part ;  and  so  are  sufEerers  and 
not  sinners.  The  reasoning  leading  to  that  result  is  so  severely  technical 
as  to  have  suggested  a  justification  almost  reminding  one  of  an  apology. 
We  are  called  upon  to  sever  the  corporation,^he  abstract  legal_entity, 
from  the  living  and  acting  corporators ;  as  it  were,  to  separate  in  our 
^    tJiought  the  soul  trom  the  horiy,  and  admitting  ^^f  sina  nf  flip  latter  to 
i  \^     .^djudgelEaFthe  former  remains  pure.   Let  us  first  recall  the  facts  in  the 
/{ '  '('"order  of  their  occurrence. 
yv*'       [The  learned  Judge  here  recapitulated  the  facts ;  which  were,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  stockholders  unanimously  directed  the  secretary  to  sign 
'^the  agreement  in  beha.lf  of  the  corporation ;  that  he  accordinglY  did  so 
sign ;  that  a  subsequent  vote  to  revoke  this  action  was  ineffective;'  that, 
at  a  later  date,  the  stockholders  voted  to  sell  all  the  stock  to  John  E. 
_  >  Searles,  Jr.,  for  f  325,000 ;  that  the  stock  was  so  conveyed  to  Searles ; 
**    1     and  that  Searles  thereafter  conveyed  all  the  stock  to  the  board  of  eleven 
«^>VT>/  persons  receiving  therefor  certificates  for  $700,000,  deducting  the  15 
.--      per  cent  retained  by  the  board.     The  opinion  then  proceeds  :] 

What  Searles  did  with  the  certificates,  we  do  not  know,  nor  is  it  im- 
portant to  ascertain.    We  do  know  thatnewdirgfitors  were  chosen  b3'  the 
vote  of  the  board ;  that  Seaiks  became  Pre^pnt  "^  ^t"*  n^rprfrfljiinn  ; 
that  its  share  of  the  regular  dividend  has  been  allotted  to  it  for  its 
certificate  holders,  and  that  it  has  wholly  ceased  to  refine  sugar.     And 
thus  its  baptism  in  the  pool  of  the  board  became  complete  and  final. 
.    J     And  yet  it  is  argued  that  the  corporation,  the  legal  entity,  has  done 
r  iWf  nothing  ;  that  Searles  was  guilty,  but  the  corporate  robe  that  enveloped 
.  ,  ;  { libimwas  innocent,  and  so  he  must  be  left  to  wear  it  undisturbed :  that 
,    / !  '•    j  J  wbil£airthat  was  human  and  could  act  had  sinned,  vet  the  impalpable 
,  f,    t^  y  ^■;^'i^y15ad_nQt_acted  at  all  and  must  go  free.    I  believe  that  the  history 
(  ,»f  ''   of  what  occurred,  as  T  have  already  described  it,  furnishes  a  sufficient 
answer,  assuming  that  stockholders  and  trustees  acting  together  can  do 
a  corporate  act  at  all.    /Tfigre  was  cnrpora.te  action  iiTmHirinnr  fho  r^K^, 
bination  agreement  which  bound  the  defendant.     The  revocation  of  an 
executed  authbrity  left  the  contract  standing.     The  corporation  thus 
helped  to  make  the  trust  and  became  an  element  of  it.     If  there  was 
anything  imperfect  in  its  action,  the  new  stockholder  and  his  associates 
waived  the  imperfection  by  acting  upon  the  agreement  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  so  confirming  it  in  all  particulai-sZ3 

But  the  assumption  underlying  the  view  I  have  expressed  is  itself 
contested,  and  a  proposition  asserted  which  denies  the  possibility  ofany 
corporate  action,  except  by  the  trustees  or  director.'^  aY-tJng  formally  ^\■^ 
I        ^1     g°  ^"g'^i   a  proposjtion  which,  if  sound,  domnates  the  wliole  field 


n^jmiere  always  is,   and  there  alwaj's  must  be,  corporate  i^'^'^r/ \, 
yitlwut  formgj^corporate  action  where  the  thing  challenged  is^^  ^\i^^ ' 


''  •-      ■    ^ 
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of  controversy,  and,  establishing  that  there  has  been  no  corpoi!a,ta  -  ^^,j<v«i 
action  at  all,  effectually  shuts  out  every  question  of  illegality  or  publio.  ~j/'  f.ij^  ' 
injury.  I  cannot  admit  that  proposition.  I  think  the^eflSSy  be  actuall  \!^A^^f 
corporate  conduct  which  is  not  formal  corporate  actiSnt  |an3  where  that  L„— —""''^ 
conduct  is  directed  or  Produced  by  the  whole  body,"Both  of  ofiBcers  and  ^^^-  4,ff  - 
stockholders,  by  everyliving  instrumentality  which  can  possess  and  '^'^M(A'^ 
wield  the  corporate  franchiseTthat  conauci  is  of  a  corporate  character,  *C»^  jij*j 
and  if  iUegal  and  injurious  may  deserve  and  receive  the  penalty  of  ^>Az^~^ 
dissolution 
conduct 

an  omission  to  act  at  a]JJ    A  corporation  organized  in  the  public  inter- '^;^|^^^'' 
est,  with  a  view  to  the  public  welfare,  and  in  the  expectation  of  benefit  ^Z/^^M^^'j 
to  the  community,  which  is  the  motive  of  the  State's  grant,  may  accept    ^>^e^ 

"the  franchise  and  hold  it  in  sullen  silence,  doing  nothing,   resolving"^ "^ 

nothing,  furnishing  no  formal  corporate  action  upon  which  the  State  f-^^  "^ 
can  put  its  finger  and  say,  this  the  corporation  has  done  by  the  agencj'  '^'''^'^l^c-* 
through  which  it  is  authorized  to  act.  /That  is  corporate  conduct  which  ^/^^'t'^Ja  ^ 
the  State  may  question  and  punish  without  searching  for  a  formal  cor-  ■-1?*'^^ — 
porate  act?S  The  directors  of  a  corporation,  its  authorized  and  active 
agency,  may  see  the  stockholders  perverting  its  normal  purposes  by 
handing  it  over,  bound  and  helpless,  to  an  irresponsible  and  foreign 
authority,  and  omit  all  action  which  they  ought  to  take,  offer  no  resist- 
ance, make  no  protest,  but  silently  acquiesce  as  directors  in  the  wrong 
which  as  stockholders  they  have  themselves  helped  to  commit.  /That  ^-^4V» 
again  is  corporate  conduct,  though  there  be  an  utter  absence  of  oirec — 'jTVa, 
tors'  resolution's^^  Is  it  asked  what  they  could  have  done  to  prevent  the  ^j^^li--' 


organization  of  the  trust ;  how  they  were  negligent  and  unfaithful  as     tJjf^  '^, 
objection  would  have  accomplished  ;  what  effective  form  their  resistance    ^^ 


corporate  officers  by  their  omission  to  act ;  what  good  a  mere  protest  or     5i/i>}   ^ 


could  have  assumed  ?  ^E^  answer  is  that  they  could  have  refused  to 
recognize  tha  illegal  trust  transfer  of  the  stock ;  they  could  have  de- 
clined to  register  the  new  ownership  upon  their  stock-books  ;  they  could 
Lave  said,  and  acted  upon  their  words,  that  the  original  stockholders 
remained  not  only  the  beneficial,  but  the  legal  owners  of  the  stock ; 
and,  if  the  board  trustees  appealed  to  the  law,  the  resisting  directors 
could  challenge  the  legality  of  the  transfer  as  moulded  by  the  combina- 
tion agreement,  and  might-have  defeated  the  trust  and  shattered  it  at 
the  outset  of  its  career^  /So  much  they  could  have  done  as  corporate  ^ 

officers ;  so  much  it  was  their  duty  to  have  done  as  representatives  of  (/ 

the  corporation  ;  and  when,  beyond  that  corporate  neglect,  they  recog-  l^^  ^Af 
nized  the  validity  of  the  stock  transfers  in  trust,  put  the  new  and  un-  ,.  A^^  J 
lawful  ownership  upon  their  books,  and  accepted  its  votes  in  the  choice'       ,   .ix'. 


of  new  directors  who  were  to  throttle  the  independence  of  the  corpora-         "    U.^^ 
tion  and  chain  it  to  the  will  of  the  trust,  I  think  we  must  shut  our  eyes   \/  -^ 
m  wilful  blindness  if  we  fail  to  see  both  corporate  neglect  and  corporate 
action.' 
It  is  true,  as  we  are  reminded,  that  the  statute  confers  upon  trustees 
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and  directors  general  authority  to  manage  the  stock,  property,  and  con- 
cerns of  manufacturing  corporations ;  and  equally  true  that,  as  a  genera' 
rule  and  as  between  tlie  companies  and  those  with  whom  they  deal,  the 
Incorporate  action  must  be  manifested  through  and  by  the  directors  ;™3t 
^jJ  other  statutes  indicate  with  equal  plainness  that  there  are  corporate  !i 


IP 


which  the  trustees  cannot  perform,  and  which  affect  and  bind  the  corpo- 
ration only  upon  the  condition  that  they  proceed  from  the  stockholders, 
or  from  them  and  the  trustees  acting  togetherTl  In  increasing  or  dimin- 
ishing the  capital  stock,  the  corporate  act  iS'  Tniolly  that  of  the  corpora- 
tors, and  in  consolidating  two  or  more  companies  into  one,  there  must 
be  the  joint  action  of  both  trustees  and  stockholders.  The  trust  of  the 
refineries,  in  substance  and  effect,  approached  very  near  to  these  two 
lA^  idorpirate  acts,  so  far  as  the  resultant  consequences  affected  the  corpo- 
^0^^^       rators  icting.  (Jhe  trust  stipulations  practically  doubled  their  corporate 


stock  through  the  agency  of  the  certificates  issUed,  and  the  combination 
in  its  result  is  largely  the  equivalent  of  a  substantial  consolidatioji^ijf 
these  things  had  been  done  lawfully-,  they  would  have  been  accomplished 
by  the  united  action  of  trustees  and  corporators,  and  bej'ond  any  question 
would  have  been  corporate  acts.  Having  been  done  unlawfully,  but  by 
ihe  same  united  agency  aiming  at  similar  results,  they  must  still  consti- 
tute corporate  conduct,  unless  the  bare  fact  of  their  illegality  takes  away 
their  corporate  character,  [^o  say  that,  would  disarm  the  State  in  every 
if ■*"! ~ j^jJ         /.oeo  nf  iri^gj,      njji  uUuLu  uf  chartered  powers^ 

jty\^j^^,^"'jf"  I'll'?  abbUaoL  idea  of  a  corporation,  the  legal  entity,  the  impalpable 
'  and  intangible  creation  of  human  thought  is  itself  a  fiction,  and  has  been 

appropriately  described  as  a  figure  of  speech.     It  serves  very  well  to 
designate  in  our  minds  the  collective  action  and  agency  of  many  indi- 
viduals as  permitted  by  the  law  ;  and  the  substantial  inquiry  alwaj-s  is 
what  in  a  given  case  has  been  that  collective  action  and  agency.  {As  be- 
,,__^     tween  the  corporation  aiji^tiiose  with  whom  it  deals,  the  mann_er  of  its 
""^     '^'     exercise  usually  is  materia^  but  as  between  it  and  the  State,  the  substan- 
Jft ,       tial  inquiry  is  only  what  that  collective  action  and  agency  has  done,  wliat 
^Xv-    .  it  ^las,  in  fact,  accomplished,  what  is  seen  to  be  its  effective  work,  what 
^(^        has  been  its  conduct^   It  ought  not  to  be  otherwise,    ^he  State  gave 
'*^-      J.  /•  ihe  franchise,  the  charter,  not  to  the  impalpable,  intangible,  and  alSost 
\/i/^^  ^^  nebutousfiction  of  our  thought,  but  to  the  corporators,  the  individuals. 
'  "  ^(fSlcting  and  living  men,  to  be  used  by  them,  to  redounjltotheir  benefit, 

strengthen  their  hand,  and  add  energy  to  their  capital^ |jf  it  is  taken 
ay,  it  is  taken  from  them  as  individuals  and  corporators,  and  the  legal 
ction  disappears3  \X^^  benefit  is  theirs,  the  punishment  is  theirs,  and 
tM^  1  f /Ja'''*'*^  must  attend  and  depend  upon  their  conduct ;  and  when  thej-  all 
■gjh^^jf^^^^.Sict,  collectively,  as  an  aggregate  body,  without  the  least  exception,  and 
\A'l^,,^~''  60  acting,  reach  results  and  accomplish  purposes  clearly  corporate  in 
»-  ''  their  character,  and  affecting  the  vitality,  the  independence,  the  utility, 

of  the  corporation  itself,  we  cannot  hesitate  to  conclude  that  there  has 
been  corporate  conduct  which  the  State  may  review,  and  not  be  defeated 
by  the  assumed  innocence  of  a  convenient  fictionTA  As  was  said  in 
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People  ex  rel' y.  K.  &  M.  T.  E.  Co.  (23  Wend.  193)^hough  th^  ^^^  ^ 
proceeding  by  information  be  against  the  corporate  body,  it  is  the  acts  \fjM\/^  ^  *] 
or  omissions  of  the  iudividual  corporators  that  are  the  subject  oflHie  ''^Tyf^ft*'*^ 


iudgmenT 

It  remains  to  determine  whether  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  in 
participating  in  the  creation  of  the  trust,  and  becoming  an  element  of  it, 
was  illegal  and  tended  to  the  public  injuiy,  and  we  may  consider  the  ^  a^ 

two  questions  together  and  without  formal  separation.  ^^i^ /'tj^^ 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  effect  of  the  defendant's  action  was  to  divest  V-  ^  ■  ' 
itself  of  the  essential  and  vital  elements  of  its  franchise  by  placing  them  ,,.|^e«^     ^^/^ 
in  trust  ;jjp  accept  from  the  State  the  gift  of  corporate  life  only  to  dis-     ^\^^^  14M  ' 
regard  the  conditions  upon  which  it  was  giveojs^  receive  its  powersy^"^    j* 
and  privileges  merely  to  put  them  in  pawn ;  and  to  giveaway  to  an   i/l'*'*'*^ 
irresponsible  board  its  entire  independence  and  self-controlj    When  it 
had  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  trust,  only  a  shell  of  a  corporation  was 
left  standing,  as  a  seeming  obedience  to  the  law,  but  with  its  internal 
structure  destroyed  or  removed.    Its  stockholders,  retaining  their  bene- 
ficial interest,  have  separated  from  it  their  voting  power,  and  so  parted 
with  the  control  which  the  charter  gave  them  and  the  State  required 
them  to  exercise.    tir"has  a  board  of  directors  nominally'  and  formally 
In  office,  but  qualified  by  shares  which  they  do  not  own,   and  owing 
their  official  life  to  the  board  which  can  end  their  power  at  an}'  moment  /Jjt'SV^ 

of  disobedienceT)  ETcan  make  no  dividends  whatever  may  be  its  net  "VU^*^*^ 
earnings,  and  must  encumber  its  property  at  the  command  of  its  master,  ^-yvv*"^ 
and  for  purposes  wholly  foreign  to  its  own  corporate  interests  and  eA"^  ^ 

dutiesi3  &riihe  command  of  that  master  it  has  ceased  to  refine  sugar,   (2^1^''^^ 
and  without  any  doubt  for  the  purpose  of  so  far  lessening  the  market  .,^t/«^i(^ 
suppl}'  as  to  prevent  what  is  termed  "  over  production."    In  all  these 
respects  it  has  wasted  and  perverted  the  privileges  conferred  by  the 


charter,  abused  its  powers,  and  proved  unfaithful  to  its  dutiesj    But 

State  had  a  right  to  expect  and  require.     It  has  helped  to  create  an  ^'^']^Atjj(jf 


graver  still  is  the  illegal  action  substituted  for  the  conduct  wh'ich  the 


Ju^ 


anomalous  trust  which  i?    in  substance  and  effect,  a  partnership  of  ^ 
twenty  separate  corporW.L^ns.     The  State  permits  in  many  ways  an 
aggregation  of  capital,  but  mindful  of  the  possible   dangers  to  the  \^/A 
people,  over-balancing  the  benefits,  keeps  upon  it  a  restraining  hand, 
and  maintains  over  it  a  prudent  supervision,  where  such  aggregation 
depends  upon  its  permission  and  grows  out  of  its  corporate  granti 
It  is  a  violation  of  law  for  corpoi-ations  to  entei  into  a  partnership 
{K  T.&S.  C.  Co.  V.  F.  Bank,  7  Wend.  412 ;  Clearwatefv.  Meredith, 
1  Wall.  29  ;    Whittenton  Mils  v.  Upton,  10  Gray,  596.)     The  case 
last  cited  furnishes  the  reasons  with  precision  and  at  length.     It  shows 
the  utter  inconsistency  of  a  double  allegiance  by  those  who  act  for  the 
corporation  to  two  different  principals,  and  demonstrates  that  i^  vital 
characteristics  of  the  corporation   are   of  necessity  drowned   in  the 
paramount  authority  of  the   partnershigT]  ^jiat   the   combination_of 
the  refineries  partakes  of  the  nature  of  a  partnership  is  not  demed] 
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Indeed,  in  one  of  the  papers  added  to  the  appellant's  brief,  it  is  not  onlj/ 
admitted  but  asserted  and  defended.     That  paper  shows  quite  clearl}', 
that  b^'  force  of  the  arrangement,  there  was  a  community  of  interest 
in  the  fund  created  bj-  the  corporate  earnings  before  division,  and  that 
each  member  of  the  trust  shared  in  the  profit  and  loss  of  all.     It  is 
said,  however,  that  a  consolidation  of  manufacturing  corporations  is 
permitted  b3'  the  law,  and  that  the  trust  or  combination  or  partnership, 
however  it  may  be  described,  amounts  onlj-  to  a  practical  consolidation 
a/)  which  public  policy  does  not  forbid  because  the  statute  permits  it. 
'^       (Laws  of  1867,  chap.  960 ;  Laws  of  1884,  chap.  367.)     The  refineries 
did  not  avail  themselves  of  that  statute.     They  chose  to  disregard  it, 
and  to  reach  its  practical  results  without  subjection  to  the  prudential 
restraints  with  which  the  State  accompanied  its  permission.     If  there 
had  been  a  consolidation  under  the  statute,  one  single  corporation 
"vould  have  taken  the  place  of  the  others  dissolved.     Thej^  would  have 
disappeared  utterly,  and  not,  as  under  the  trust,  remained  in  apparent 
sxistence  to  threaten  and  menace  other  organizations  and  occupj"  the 
ground  which  otherwise  would   be  left  free.     Under  the   statute  the 
lesultant  combination  would  itself  be  a  corporation  deriving. its  exist- 
ence from  the  State,  owing  duties  and  obligations  to  the  State,  and 
subject  to  the  control  and  supervision  of  the  State,  and  not,  as  here, 
|__jn  unincorporated  board,  a   colossal  and  gigantic  partnership,  having 
no  corporate  funct|pns  ,and^  owing  no  coroora|e_ail,egiancel^/!lliider  the 
statute  t^e  consolidated   company  taking  the  place  of  the  separate 
.J.^^'    corporations  could  have  as  capital  stock  onl}-  an  amount  equal  to  the 
l*!/^    ^      fair  aggregate  value  of  the  rights  and  franchises  of  the  companies 
,  v  ^  .       absorbed ;  and  not  as  here  a  capital  stock  double  that  value  at  the 
,y,.f^A^  '    outset  and  capable  of  an  elastic  and  irresponsible  increase.     The  differ- 
ence is  verj-  great  and  serves  further  to  indicate  the  inherent  illegality 
ot  the  trust  combinationj 

And  here  I  think  we  gain  a  definite  view  of  the  injurious  tendencies 
developed  by  its  organization  and  operation,  and  of  the  public  interests 
which  are  menaced  by  its  action.  As  corporate , grants  are  alwa^-s 
assumed  to  have  been  made  for  the  public  beneflt,racx^conduct  which 

ri5pes_ 


(lestroys  their  normal  functions,  and  maims  and  crippes  their  separate 
agth'itj-,  and  takes  away  their  fl;ee_aB(T~lndRpendent^action,  must  so  far 
disappoinmTg~purpo3e  of  theii-  creation  as  to  affect  unfavorabl^jhe 


u^ 
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public  interestj^  and  that  to^a  much  greater  extent  when  beyond  their 
ownseveraFaggregations  of  capital  they  compact  them  all  into  one 
combination  nvhioh  stands  outside  of  the  ward  of  the  State,  ^hich 
'^SSmJmSSJwSi?'.^ ?^lr^iiil?iL»  ^-'Jti-i-C  ,i^,^n8trv.  and  puts  upon  the  market  a 
capital  stock  proudly  defiant  of  actual  values,  and  capable  of  an  unlim- 
ited expansioiiX  \IJ;  is  not  a  sufficient  answer  to  say  that  similar  results 
maj'  be  lawfully  accomplished  ;  that  an  individual  having  the  necessary 
wealth  might  have  bought  all  these  refineries,  manned  them  with  his 
own  chosen  agents,  and  managed  them  as  a  group  at  his  sovereign  will ; 
for  it  is  one  thing  for  the  State  to  respect  the  rights  of  ownership  and 
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protect  them  out  of  regard  to  the  business  freedom  of  the  citizen,  and  fp^^  /^ 
quite  another  tiling  to  add  -to  that  possibility  a  further  extension  of  \y^^^  j 
those  consequences  by  creating  artificial  persons  to  aid  in  producing  /  m„m-'*  ^ 
such  aggregations!)  ^Je  individuals  are  few  who  hold  in  possession,  "^j  ^ 

such  enormous  wealth,  and  fewer  still  who  peril  it  all  in  a  manufacturing  "yU^^  •' 
enterprise  ;  but  if  corporations  can  combine,  and  mass  their  forces  in  a 
solid  trust  or  partnership,  with  little  added  risk  to  the  capital  already 
embarked,  without  limit  to  the  magnitude  of  the  aggregation,  a  tempt- 
ing  and  easy  road  is  opened  to  enormous  combinations,  vastly  exceed* 
lllg  Hi  number  anrt  in  strength  and  in  their  power  over  industry  anj' 
possibilities  of  individual  ownership  ;  and  the  State  by  the  creation  of 
the  artificial  persons  constituting  the  elements  of  the  combination,  and 
failing  to  limit  and  restrain  their  powers,  becomes  itself  the  responsible 
creator,  the  voluntary  cause  of  an  aggregation  of  capital  which  it  simply 
endures  in  the  individual  as  the  product  of  his  free  agency.  [What  it  maj 
bear  is  one  thing,  what  it  should  cause  and  create  is  quite  anotner^ 

And  so  we  nave  reacted  our  conclusion,  and  it  appears  to  us  to  have 
been  established,  that  the  defendant  corporation  has  violated  its  charter 
and  failed  in  the  performance  of  its  corporate  duties,  and  that  in  respects 
so  material  and  important  as  to  justify  a  judgment  of  dissolution. 
Having  reached  that  result,  it  becomes  needless  to  advance  into  the 
wider  discussion  over  monopolies  and  competition  and  restraint  of  trade 
and  the  problems  of  political  economj'.  Our  duty  is  to  leave  them  until 
some  proper  emergency  compels  their  consideration,  ^ithout  either  ap- 
proval or  disapproval  of  the  views  expressed  upon  that  branch  of  the 
case  by  the  courts  below,  we  are  enabled  to  decide  that  in  this  State 
there  can  be  no  partnerships  of  separate  and  independent  corporations, 
whether  directly,  or  indirectly  through  the  medium  of  a  trust ;  no  sub- 
stantial consolidations  which  avoid  and  disregard  the  statutory  per- 
missions and  rAatraints,  hnt  that.  Tna.nnfap.t,urin{y  (Jpffporations  must  be 
and  remain  several  as  they  were  created,  or  one  under  the  statutej 
-—III  gilMMjiwilgHrgftT;  appealed  irom '  sDoulU''tre\i£'rmecf'wilir'cb'§'fa."'''"* 

All  concur. 
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BOOK  11. 

CORPORATE  ACTION. 


CHAPTER   I. 

FORMATION  OF  CORPORATIONS. 

FRANKLIN  BRIDGE  CO.  v.  WOOD. 

1853.     14  Georgia,  80. 

Assumpsit  in  Heard  Superior  Court.     Tried  before  Judge  Hill, 
Term,  1853. 

The  Franklin  Bridge  Company  was  incorporated  under  the  Act  of 
the  Legislature  of  1843,  to  prescribe  the  mode  of  incorporating  com- 
panies for  certain  purposes,  by  an  order  of  the  Inferior  Court  of 
Heard  County, 

The  company  sued  the  defendant.  Wood,  for  his  subscription  to 
their  stock. 

The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  company  was  not  legally  incorpo- 
rated ;  contending  that  the  act  of  the  Legislature,  referred  to,  was 
unconstitutional  and  void. 

Upon  argument,  the  court  held  that  the  act  aforesaid  was  unconstitu< 
tional,  and  nonsuited  the  plaintiflfs. 

To  this  decision  plaintiflf  excepted. 

Mabr}/,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Featherston,  for  defendant. 

By  the  Court,  Lumpkin,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion:  — 

Is  the  Act  of  1843  and  that  of  1845,  amendatory  thereof,  pointing 
out  the  manner  of  creating  certain  corporations  and  defining  their 
rights,  privileges,  and  liabilities,  unconstitutional  ? 

By  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of  1843,  it  is  provided  "  That  when 
the  persons  interested  shall  desire  to  have  any  church,  camp-ground, 
manufacturing  company,  trading  company,  ice  company,  fire  company, 
theatre  company,  or  hotel  company,  bridge  company,  and  ferry  com- 
pany, incorporated,  they  shall  petition  in  writing  the  Superior  or  Infe- 
rior Court  of  the  county  where  such  association  may  have  been  formed, 
or  may  desire  to  transact  business  for  that  purpose,  setting  forth  the 


FBANKLIN  BRIDGE  CO.   V.   WOOD.  107 

object  of  their  association,  and  the  privilege  they  desire  to  exercise, 
together  with  the  name  and  style  by  which  they  desire  to  be  incorpo- 
rated ;  and  said  court  shall  pass  a  rule  or  order,  directing  said  petition 
to  be  entered  of  record  on  the  minutes  of  said  court." 

Section  2  enacts  "  Tliat  when  such  rule  or  order  is  passed,  and  said 
petition  is  entered  of  record,  the  said  companies  or  associations  shall 
have  power  respectively,  under  and  by  the  name  designated  in  their 
petition,  to  have  and  use  a  common  seal ;  to  contract  and  be  con- 
tracted with  ;  to  sue  and  be  sued  ;  to  answer  and  be  answered  unto  in 
any  court  of  law  or  equity ;  to  appoint  such  officers  as  they  may  deem 
necessary ;  and  to  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  they  may  think 
proper  for  their  own  government ;  not  contrary  to  the  laws  of  this 
State  ;  but  shall  make  no  contracts  or  purchase  or  hold  any  propert}'  of 
any  kind,  except  such  as  maj-  be  absolutelj'  necessary  to  carry  into 
effect  the  object  of  their  incorporation.  Nothing  herein  contained 
shall  be  so  construed  as  to  confer  banking  or  insurance  privileges  on 
any  company  or  association  herein  enumerated ;  and  the  individual 
members  of  such  manufacturing,  trading,  theatre,  ice,  and  hotel  com- 
panies, shall  be  bound  for  the  punctual  payment  of  all  the  contracts 
of  said  companies,  as  in  case  of  partnership." 

The  third  section  declares  that  "  No  company  or  association  shall 
be  incorporated  under  this  act,  for  a  longer  period  than  fourteen  years  ; 
but  the  same  may  be  renewed  whenever  necessary,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  first  section  of  this  act." 

The  fourth  section  confers  upon  the  Superior  and  Inferior  Courts 
respectivelj',  the  power  to  change  the  names  of  individuals. 

Section  fifth.  "  For  entering  anj'  of  said  petitions  and  orders,  and 
furnishing  a  certified  copy  thereof,  the  clerk  shall  be  entitled  to  a  fee 
of  five  dollars ;  except  in  cases  of  applications  by  individuals  for  the 
change  of  names, — in  which  case,  the  clerk  of  said  court  shall  be  en- 
titled to  the  fee  of  one  dollar.  And  that  such  certified  copy  shall  be 
evidence  of  the  matters  therein  stated  in  any  court  of  law  and  equitj' 
in  this  State."     Cobb's  Digest,  542,  543. 

By  the  Act  of  1845  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1843  are  extended 
to  all  associations  and  companies  whatever,  except  banks  and  insurance 
companies ;  and  the  individual  members  of  all  such  incorporations  are 
made  personally  liable  for  all  the  contracts  of  said  associations  or 
companies.     Ibid. 

Tlie  argument  against  the  validity  of  the  charter  of  the  Franklin 
Bridge  Company,  created  under  these  statutes,  is  this :  — 

1.  That  in  England,  corporations  are  created  and  exist  by  prescrip- 
tion,  by  goyal  Charter,  and  by  Act  of  Parliament.  "With  us  they  are 
created  by  authority  of  the  LegTsiature,  amt  'not  otherwise.  That  to 
establish  a  corporation  is  to  enact  a  law ;  and  that  no  power  but  the 
legislative  body  can  do  this. 

2,  That  legislative  power  is  vested  under  our  Constitution,  in  the 
General  Assembly,  to  consist  of  a  Senate  and  House  of  Eepresenta- 
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lives,  to  be  elected  at  stated  pei-iods  by  the  citizens  of  the  respective 
counties. 

3.  And  that  the  General  Assembly  is  bound  to  exercise  the  power 
of  making  laws  thus  conferred  upon  them  by  the  people  in  the  pri- 
mordial compact,  in  the  mode  therein  prescribed,  and  in  none  other ; 
and  that  a  law  made  in  any  other  mode  is  unconstitutional  and  void. 
That  the  Legislature  is  but  the  agent  of  their  constituents ;  and  that 
they  cannot  transfer  authority  delegated  to  them  to  any  other  body, 
corporate  or  otherwise,  —  not  even  to  the  Judiciary,  a  co-ordinate 
department  of  the  government,  unless  expressly  empowered  by  the 
Constitution  to  do  so.  That  to  do  this  would  be  to  violate  one  of  the 
fundamental  maxims  of  jurisprudence  as  well  as  of  political  science, 
namely,  ddegata  potestas  non  potest  delegari.  That  to  do  this  would 
not  only  be  to  disregard  the  constitutional  inhibition  which  is  binding 
upon  the  representative,  but  by  shifting  responsibility  introduce  inno- 
vations upon  our  system,  which  would  result  in  the  overthrow  and 
ultimate  destruction  of  our  political  fabric. 

The  constitutional  inquiry  thus  presented  is  an  exceedingly  grave 
one.  It  reaches  far  beyond  the  case  made  in  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
and  extends  to  the  whole  range  of  topics  which  fall  under  legislative 
cognizance.  In  the  view  we  take  however  of  the  statutes  before  us, 
no  such  proposition  as  that  which  has  been  discussed  is  presented  for 
our  adjudication.  And  we  rejoice  tliat  it  is  so,  not  only  on  account  of 
the  delicacy  of  the  task,  in  pronouncing  an  act  of  Legislature  uncon- 
stitutional and  void,  -t^PS  which  is  never  justifiable  unless  the  case  is 
,  clear  and  free  from  ooubtj  and  even  then  one  might  almost  be  for- 
given for  shrinking  from  the  performance  of  a  duty  which  would  be 
productive  of  such  incalculable  mischief  and  confusion.  Bridges  have 
been  built  at  a  heavy  expense  ;  manufacturing  and  innumerable  other 
associations  have  been  formed  in  Georgia,  and  are  in  full  operation, 
under  charters  incorporated  under  this  law.  And  in  view  of  the  con- 
sequences any  court  might  hesitate,  unless  the  repugnance  between 
the  statute  and  the  Constitution  was  so  palpable  as  to  admit  of  no 
doubt,  and  produce  a  settled  conviction  of  their  incompatibility  with 
each  other. 

4.  It  was  formerly  asserted  that  in  England  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion must  be  the  immediate  act  of  the  king  himself,  and  that  he  could 
not  grant  a  license  to  another  to  create  a  corporation.  10  Reports, 
27.  But  Messrs.  Angell  and  Ames,  in  their  Treatise  on  Corporations, 
state  that  the  law  has  since  been  settled  to  the  contrary  ;  and  that  the 
king  may  not  only  grant  a  license  to  a  subject  to  erect  a  particular 
corporation,  but  give  a  general  power  by  charter  to  erect  corporations 
indefinitely,  on  the  principle  that  quifacitper  aliumfaaitper  se;  that 
the  persons  to  whom  the  power  is  delegated  of  establishing  corpora- 
tions, are  only  an  instrument  in  the  hands  of  the  government.  1  Kyd, 
60 ;  1  Black.  Com. ;  Ang.  &  Am.  63. 

Before  the  revolution,  charters  of  incorporation  were  granted  by  the 
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proprietaries  of  Pennsylvania  under  a  derivative  authority  from  the 
Crown ;  and  those  charters  have  since  been  recognized  as  valid.  3  Wil- 
son's Lectures,  409.  A  similar  power  has  been  delegated  by  the 
Legislature  of  Pennsylvania  with  regard  to  churches.  7  S.  &  E.  517. 
The  acts  of  the  instrument  in  these  cases  become  the  acts  of  the 
mover,  under  the  familiar  maxim  above  mentioned.  See  also 
I  Missouri  R.  5. 

5.  (giir~opinion  is  that  no  legislative  power  is  delegated  to  the  courts 
by  the  acts  under  considerationT)  There  is  simply  a  ministerial  act  to 
be  performed,  —  no  discretion  is  given  "to  the  courts.  The  duty  of 
passing  the  rule  or  order  directing  the  petition  of  the  corporators  to  be 
entered  of  record  on  the  minutes  of  the  court,  setting  forth  to  the 
public  the  object  of  the  association  and  the  privilege  they  desire  to 
exercise,  together  with  the  name  and  style  by  which  they  are  to  be 
called  and  known,  is  made  obliaatory  upon  the  courts ;  and  should 
they  refuse  to  discharge  it,  a  mandamus  would  lie  to  coerce  them.  It 
is  true  the  Legislature  has  seen  fit  to  use  the  courts  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  legal  form  to  these  companies.  But  it  might  have  been  done  in 
any  other  way.  Under  the  Free  Banking  Law  of  1838,  instead  of 
petitioning  the  court,  and  having  the  order  passed  and  entered  upon  its 
minutes,  the  certificate  specifying  the  name  of  the  association,  its 
place  of  doing  business,  the  amount  of  its  capital  stock,  the  names 
and  residence  of  the  shareholders,  and  the  time  for  which  the  com- 
pany was  organized,  is  required  merely  to  be  proven  and  acknowl- 
edged, and  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  Superior  Court, 
where  any  office  of  the  association  is  established,  and  a  copy  filed  with 
the  Comptroller  General.     Cobb's  Digest,  107,  108. 

And  so  under  the  Act  of  1847,  authorizing  the  citizens  of  this  State, 
and  such  others  as  they  may  associate  with  them,  to  prosecute  the 
business  of  manufacturing  with  corporate  powers  and  privileges.  The 
persons  who  propose  to  embark  in  that  branch  of  business  are  required 
to  draw  up  a  declaration  specifying  the  objects  of  their  association  and 
the  particular  branch  of  business  they  intend  carrying  on,  together 
with  the  name  by  which  they  will  be  known  as  a  corporation,  and  the 
amount  of  capital  to  be  employed  by  them ;  which  declaration  is  re- 
quired to  be  first  recorded  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  Superior  Court  of 
the  county  where  such  corporation  is  located,  and  published  once  a 
week  for  two  months  in  the  two  nearest  Gazettes  ;  which  being  done, 
it  is  declared  that  said  association  shall  become  a  body  corporate  and 
politic,  and  known  as  such,  without  being  specially  pleaded,  in  all 
courts  of  law  and  equity  in  this  State,  to  be  governed  by  the  provi- 
sions and  be  subject  to  the  liabilities  therein  specified.  Cobb's  Digest, 
439,  440. 

In  these  two  instances,  and  others  which  might  be  cited,  the  Legis- 
lature have  dispensed  with  the  action  of  the  courts,  or  of  any  othei 
agency,  to  carry  out  their  enactments  with  regard  to  these  various 
associations  which  have  become  the  usual  and  favorite  mode  of  con- 
ducting the  industrial  pursuits  of  the  civilized  world  in  modern  times. 
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All  these  Statutes  were  complete  as  laws  when  they  came  from  the 
hands  of  the  Legislature,  and  did  not  depend  for  their  force  and  effi- 
cacy upon  the  action  or  will  of  any  other  power.  It  is  true  that  they 
could  only  take  effect  upon  the  happening  of  some  event,  such  as  the 
filing  the  petition  or  declaration,  and  giving  publicity  to  the  purpose  of 
tne  association  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  act.  But  if  this  were 
a  good  reason  for  regarding  these  statutes  as  invalid,  then  how  few 
corporations  could  abide  the  test !  For  it  requires  the  acceptance  of 
the  charter  to  create  a  corporate  body ;  for  the  government  cannot 
compel  persons  to  become  an  incorporated  body  without  their  consent. 
And  this  consent,  either  express  or  implied,  is  generally  subsequent 
in  point  of  time  to  the  creation  of  the  charter.  And  yet,  no  charter 
that  we  are  aware  of  has  been  adjudged  invalid,  because  the  law  cre- 
ating it  and  previously  defining  its  powers,  rights,  capacities,  and  lia- 
bilities, did  not  take  effect  until  the  acceptance  of  the  corporate  body, 
or  at  least  a  majority  of  them,  was  signified. 

The  result  therefore  of  our  deliberation  upon  this  case  is,  that  the 
Acts  of  1843  and  1845,  vesting  in  all  associations,  except  for  banking 
and  insurance,  the  power  of  self-incorporation,  do  not  impugn  the 
Constitution,  and  that  the  charter  of  the  Franklin  Bridge  Company 
and  all  others  created  under  them,  and  in  conformity  to  their  provi- 
sions, are  legal  and  valid.  With  the  policj'  of  these  Statutes  we  have 
nothing  to  do.  The  province  of  this  and  all  other  courts  is  jus  dicere, 
not  jus  dare.  Judgment  reversed. 

No  form  of  words  is  required  in  order  to  create  a  corporation.  A 
grant  of  the  power  to  perform  corporate  acts,  implies  a  grant  of  cor- 
porate powers.  .  .  . 

Lewis,  J.,  in  Com.  y.  Westchester  S.  Co.,  3  Grant's  Cases,  Pa.  200, 
p.  202. 

.  .  .  this  word  incorporo,  or  any  derivative  thereof,  is  not  in  law 
requisite  to  create  a  corporation ;  but  other  equivalent  words  are 
sufficient.  .  .  . 

...  to  the  creation  of  an  incorporation  the  law  had  not  restrained 
itself  to  any  prescript  and  incompatible  words. 

The  Case  of  Sutton's  Hospital,  10  Coke's  Reports,  23,  pp.  30  a,  30  b. 
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1861.    16  Indiana,  40. 

Appeal  from  the  Clark  Circuit  Court. 

Pbekins,  J.  Information  against  the  defendants,  charging  that  they 
are  pretending  to  be  a  corporation,  and  to  act  as  such,  when  they  are 
not  a  corporation.  It  charges  that  in  January,  1849,  the  Legislature 
of  the  State  of  Indiana  enacted  a  special  charter  of  incorporation, 
(which  is  set  out  at  length,)  for  a  railroad  from  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana, 
to  Jeffersonville,  to  be  called  the  Fort  Wayne  and  Southern  Railroad  ; 
that  the  persons  named  in  the  charter  as  directors  di4.notaccept  said 
charter  till  June  2,  1852,  when  they  did  meet  and  accept  tne  same, 
and  organize  under  it.  It  is  alleged  that  the  defendants  are  assuming 
to  act  under  said  charter,  never  having  organized  under  any  other. 
The  court  below  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  information ;  thus  hold- 
ing the  defendants  to  be  a  legal  corporation. 

The  present  Constitution  of  Indiana  took  effect  on  Novemher  1, 
1851.    It  contains  these  provisions :  — 

"  All  laws  now  in  force  and  not  inconsistent  with  this  Constitution, 
shall  remain  in  force,  until  they  shall  expire  or  be  repealed."  Sched. 
(1  sub.  sec.)  of  Const. 

"  Corporations,  other  than  banking,tsEall  not  be  created  by  special 
a,ctj\)ut  may  be  formed  under  general  laws."  Art  11,  §  13. 
"^AU  acts  of  incorporation  for  municipal  purposes  shall  continue  in 
force  under  this  Constitution,  until  such  time  as  the  General  Assembly 
shall,  in  its  discretion,  modify  or  repeal  the  same."  Sched.  supra,  sub. 
sec.  4. 

The  charter  for  the  Fort  Wayne  and  Southern  Railroad  was  not  a 
charter  for  municipal  purposes,  and,  hence,  was  not  specially  continued 
m  existence.  Art.  11,  §  13,  above  quoted,  prohibits  the  creation  of  a 
corporation  by  special  act  or  charter,  that  is,  as  we  construe  the  pro- 
hibition, through,  or  by  virtue  of,  such  special  act  or  charter,  after 
November  1,  1851.  The  policy  that  induced  the  prohibition,  as  well  as 
its  literal  import,  demands  this  construction.  It  is  necessary  for  us  to 
ascertain,  then,  when  the  defendants,  if  ever,  were  created  a  corpora- 
tion. The  simple  enactment  of  the  charter  for  the  corporation,  by  the 
Legislature,  did  not  create  the  corporation.  It  required  one  act  on  the 
part  of  the  persons  named  in  the  charter  to  do  that,  viz :  acceptance 
of  the  charter  enacted. 

Says  Ghant,  in  his  work  on  corporations,  vide  p.  13 :  "  Nor  can  a 
charter  be  forced  on  any  body  of  persons  who  do  not  choose  to  accept 
it."  And  again,  at  page  18,  he  says,  "  The  fundamental  rule  is  this : 
no  charter  of  incorporation  is  of  any  effect  until  it  is  accepted  by  a 
majority  of  the  grantees,  or  persons  who  are  to  be  the  corporators  un- 
der it.    Bagg^s  case,  2  Brownl.  &  G.  100;  S.  C.  1  Roll.  Eep.  224; 


112  STATE   V.    DAWSON. 

Dr.  Askew's  case,  4  Burr.  2200 ;  Butter  v.  Chapman,  8  M.  &  W.  25  ; 
per  Wilmot,  J.,  Bex  v.  Vice-OhunceUor  of  Cambridge,  3  Burr,  1661, 
This  is  analogous  to  the  general  rule  that  a  man  cannot  be  obliged  to 
accept  the  grant_ordevise  of  an  estate.  Townson  v.  TickeU,  3  &.  & 
ild.  31."  SeeTalsoJ'  Ang.  &  Am.  s'83,  where  it  is  said,  if  a  charter 
is  granted  to  those  who  did  not  apply  for  it,  the  grant  is  said  to  hejjx 
^Qeri^  till  acceptance.  We  need  not  inquire  whether  this  rule  extends  to 
municipal  corporations  in  this  countrj'.  As  to  what  may  constitute  an 
acceptance  we  are  not  here  called  on  to  decide,  as  the  information  ex- 
pressly shows  that  there  was  none  in  this  case  till  June,  1852,  which 
fact  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer. 

The  grant  of  the  charter  in  question,  then,  to  those  who  had  not  ap- 
plied for  it,  was  but  an  offer,  on  the  part  of  the  State  ;  a  consent  that 
the  persons  named  in  the  charter  might  become  a  corporation,  might  be 
created  such  an  artificial  being,  by  accepting  the  charter  offered.  But 
an  offer,  till  accepted,  may  be  withdrawn.  In  this  case,  the  offer  made 
bj'  the  State,  in  1849,  was  withdrawn  by  the  State,  November  1,  1851, 
by  then  declaring  that  no  corporation,  after  that  date,  should  be  cre- 
ated except  pursuant  to  regulations  which  she,  in  future,  through  her 
Legislature  would  prescribe. 

This  pretended  corporation,  then,  was  not  created  before  Novemhex 
1,  1851 ;  and  it  could  be  created  afterward  only  by  the  concurrent  con- 
sent of  the  State  and  the  corporators.  But,  at  that  date,  the  Constitu- 
tion prohibited  both  the  State  and  corporators  from  giving  consent  to 
such  a  corporation,  to  wit :  one  coming  into  existence  through  a  special 
charter ;  and  hence  necessarily  prohibited  the  creation  thereof.  This 
decision  accords  with  that  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Aspinwall  v.  Daviess  County,  22  How.,  p.  364 ;  where  it  was  held 
that  the  new  Constitution  prohibited  a  subscription  of  stock  to  the  Ohio 
and  Mississippi  Railroad  Company,  authorized  by  the  charter  of  the 
corporation,  granted  under  the  former  Constitution,  and  actually  voted 
by  the  people  of  the  county,  under  that  Constitution. 

Whether,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  charter  in  this  case  was  accepted 
under  the  old  Constitution,  must  be  determined  on  a  trial  of  the  cause 
below. 

Had  the  provision  in  our  Constitution,  like  that  on  this  subject  in  the 
Constitution  of  Ohio,  ordained  that  the  Legislature  should  ^Tpass  no 
special  act  conferring  corporate  pow^^"  the  restraint  would  clearly 
have  been  imposed  alone  upon  future  legislative  action ;  but,  in  our 
Constitution,  the  restraint  is  plainly  imposed  upon  the  creation,  the 
organization,  of  the  corporation  itself.  See  The  State  v.  Moosa,  11 
O.  St.  R.  16. 

Per  Curiam.  The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  costs.  Cause  re- 
manded for  further  proceedings  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 

C.  B.  Smith,  J.  W.  Cordon,  and  Watt  J.  Smith,  for  the  appellant 

B.  Cramford,  for  the  appellees. 
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•  ELLIS  V.  MAESHALL. 

1807.    2  Massachusetts,  269.1 

Ejectment.  The  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  sale  by  the  "Front 
.Street  Corporation  in  the  town  of  Boston  "  established  by  a  law  of  the 
Commonwealth,  passed  March  6,  1804.^  By  this  statute  sundry  per- 
sons, and  amongst  them  the  defendant,  Marshall,  described  as  "  being 
owners  and  proprietors  of  the  lands  and  flats  over  which  the  said  street 
will  pass,  and  of  the  lands  and  flats  adjoining  thereto,"  are-infiorpo- 
rated  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  street  in  the  town  of  Boston.  By 
the  third  section  of  the  statute,  the  corporation  are  authorised  to  as- 
sess  upon  all  the  owners  and  proprietors  of  said  land  and  flats,  accord- 
'ing  to  the  proportion  they  severally  hold  therein,  such  sums  of  money 
as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  said  proprietors,  or  the  major  part  of 
such  of  them  as  shall  be  assembled  at  any  legal  meeting  to  be  called 
for  that  purpose ;  and  if  any  of  the  said  proprietors  shall  neglect  or 
refuse  to  pay  the  sums  of  money  duly  assessed  upon  him  therefor,  for 
the  space  of  three  months,  the  proprietors  are  ant}iori7,ed  to  sell,  at 
public  auction,  so  much  of  such  delinquents  share  of  said  lands  and 
flats  as  shall  be  sufBlcient  to  pay  the  sums  so  assessed,  and  the  charges 
of  sale :  and  the  said  proprietors  may,  by  their  clerk  or  committee, 
execute  a  good  deed  to  the  purchaser  in  fee  simple. 

OSarshall  was  not  one  of  the  petitioners  for  the  act  of  incorporation ; 
never  assented  to  the  petition  ;  and  never  attended  a  meeting  of  the 
corporation^ 

It  was  agreed,  "  that,  on  the  tenth  day  of  October  last,  the  land  de- 
manded in  this  action,  being  part  of  the  said  Marshall's  estate  adjoin- 
ing said  street,  was  sold  at  public  auction,  according  to  the  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  Corporation,  and  the  powers  granted  in  said  act,  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  the  amount  of  the  assessment  taxed  on  him  by 
said  Corporation,  as  being  towards  his  proportionate  part  of  the  ex- 
pence  of  making  said  street,  which,  though  often  requested,  he  had 
refused  to  pay,  and  a  deed  of  conveyance  thereof  was  accordingly 
given  by  said  Corporation  to  said  Mlis,  to  hold  the  premises  demanded, 
to  him  in  fee  simple."  " 

"  If  on  the  foregoing  facts  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said 
Corporation  could,  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  legally  assess  the  said 
Marshall,  and  sell  his  lands  for  non-payment  thereof,  then  it  was 
agreed  that  the  defendant  should  be  defaulted,  and  judgment  should 
be  rendered  for  the  plaintiff ;  otherwise  the  plaintiff  was  to  become 
nonsuit,  and  judgment  be  rendered  for  the  defendant." 

Parsons  and  Dexter,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Attorney  Qeneral,  Sullivan,  and  A-mory,  for  defendant. 

1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
^  3  Mass.  Special  Laws,  375. 
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Paekbe,  J.  Prom  the  foregoing  facts  and  the  arguments  thereon 
by  the  counsel,  it  appears  that  all  the  proceedings  of  the  corporation 
TP]ntivgj;r)  i-ho  QggpggTnPTit  and  sale  were  correct;  so  that  if  Marshall 
werefatthe  time  thereof,  a  member  of  the  corporation,  the  title  to  the 
demanded  premises  in  Mlis  could  not  be  disputed. 

We  are  therefore  necessarily  brought  to  the  question,  indeed  the 
only  one  in  the  case,  whether  Marshall,  by  virtue  of  the  act  aforesaid, 
became  a  member  of  the  said  corporation,  subject  to  its  rules  and 
regulations,  and  liable  to  be  assessed  for  the  purpose  of  building  said 
street. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintifE  have  contended 

1st.  That  by  virtue  of  the  act  itself,  Marshall  being  named  therein, 
he  became  ipso  facto  a  member  of  the  corporation,  the  Legislature 
having  competent  power  to  compel  him  thereto : 

2dly.  That  should  this  not  be  the  case,  the  foregoing  facts  contain 
suf&cient  evidence  of  his  consent,  tacit  at  least,  to  the  passing  of  said 
act,  and  the  insertion  of  his  name  therein. 

The  determination  of  the  first  point  requires  that  we  should  ascer- 
tain the  true  nature  and  character  of  this  legislative  proceeding.  If 
it  were  a  public  act,  predicated  upon  a  view  to  the  general  good,  the 
question  wouig  be  more  ditticuit.  llf  it  be  a  private  act,  obtained  at 
"the  solicitetion  of  individuals,  for  their  private  emolument,  or  for  the 
improvement  of  their  estates,  it  must  be  construed,  as  to  its  effect  and 
operation,  like  a  graiST)  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  was  a  grant  or 
charter  to  the  indiviSuals  who  prayed  for  it,  and  those  who  should 
associate  with  them  ;  and  all  incorporations  to  make  turnpikes,  canals 
and  bridges  must  be  so  considered. 

Can  then  one,  whose  name  is  by  mistake  or  misrepresentation  in- 
serted in  such  an  act,  refuse  the  privileges  it  confers,  and  avoid  the 
burthens  it  imposes  ?  If  he  cannot,  then  the  Legislature  may,  at  all 
times,  press  into  the  service  of  such  corporations  those  whose  lands 
may  be  wanted  for  such  objects,  whenever  they  may  be  prevailed  on 
to  insert  the  names  of  such  persons,  by  the  intrigue  or  mistake  of 
those  more  interested  in  the  success  of  the  object.  No  apprehension 
exists  in  the  community  that  the  Legislature  has  such  power.  That 
the  land  of  any  person,  over  or  through  which  a  turnpike  or  canal  may 
pass,  may  be  taken  for  that  purpose,  if  the  Legislature  deem  it  proper, 
is  not  doubted.  The  constitution  gives  power  to  do  this,  provided 
compensation  is  made.  ^]^ut  it  was  never  before  known,  that  they  have 
power  over  the  person,  to  make  him  a  member  of  a  corporation,  and 
subject  him  to  taxation,  nolens  volens,  for  the  promotion  of  a  private 
enterpriie) 

pThat  STman  may  refuse  a  grant,  whether  from  the  government  or  an 
individual,  seems  to  be  a  principle  too  clear,  to  require  the  support  of 
authgrities.  That  he  may  decline  to  improve  his  land,  no  one  will 
dou^  tSlthough  the  Legislature  may  wisely  determine  that  a  certain 
Tise  of  his  property  will  be  highly  beneficial  to  him,  he  has  a  right  to 
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judge  for  himself  on  points  of  this  nature^  /The  fact  therefore  in  the 
ease,  that  Marshall  is  benefited  equally  with  the  other  owners  by  the 
making  of  this  street,  is  of  no  importanceTi 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  act  under 
which  the  plaintiff  sets  up  his  title,  could  not  bind  Marshall  without 
his  «*ssent :  that  he  having  uniformly;  whenever  opportunity  occurred, 
signified  his  dissent,  is  not  a  member  of  the  corporation  it  created,  was 
not  liable  to  their  assessments,  and  therefore  that  the  sale  of  his  land 
was  without  authority  of  law  and  is  void. 

•  •»•■#■•• 

Plaintiff  nonsuit. 
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1866.     12  Allen,  362. 

CoNTKACT,  in  which  the  plaintiff  sought  to  charge  the  officers  of  the 
Boston  Mechanical  Bakery  Company  with  a  debt  contracted  in  the 
name  of  the  corporation,  in  consequence  of  their  neglect  to  file  cer- 
tificates and  statements  of  the  condition  of  the  corporation.  At  the 
trial  in  the  superior  court,  before  Ames,  J.,  without  a  jury,  the  judge 
found  for  the  defendants  upon  facts  which  are  stated  in  the  opinion ; 
and  the  plaintiff  alleged  exceptions. 

C.  JB.  Goodrich  &  M.  Avery.,  for  the  plaintiff. 

E.  Merwin,  for  the  defendants! 

Hoar,  J.  The  defence  to  this  action  rests  whollj'  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  the  corporation,  whose  officers  the  plaintiflf  seeks  to  charge 
with  a  statute  liability  for  its  debts,  never  had  a  legal  existence.  The 
only  defect  suggested  in  the  organization  of  the  corporation  is,  that  the 
call  for  the  first  meeting  was  signed  by  onlj*  one  of  the  persons  named 
la  the  act  of  incorporation,  and  not  by^a  majuiny  of  inem,  as  required 
1^  St.  1855,  c."140T 

The  case  of  Uilei/  v.  Union  Tool  Company,  11  Gray,  139,  is  the 
authority  on  which  the  defendants  chiefly  rely.  That  case  decided 
that  in  order  to  charge  as  stockholders  of  a  manufacturing  corporation 
persons  who  had  been  summoned  in  an  action  against  it  under  St. 
1851,  c.  315,  the  plaintiff  must  prove  the  legal  existence  of  the  cor- 
poration. The  alleged  corporation  had  no  charter  or  act  of  incorpora- 
tion from  the  legislature,  but  was  an  association  which  had  undertaken 
to  assume  corporate  powers  under  a  general  act  for  the  formation  of 
joint  stock  companies,  St.  1851,  c.  133.  That  statute  authorized  three 
or  more  persons  who  had  entered  into  "farticles  of  agreement  in  writ- 
ing^'  for  the  transaction  of  certain  kinds  of  business,  to  organize  in  a 
manner  prescribed,  and  thereby  to  become  a  corporation ;  and  the 
court  were  of  opinion  that  written  articles  of  agreement  were  essentia] 
to  constitute  a  corporation,  and  that  these  articles  must  fix  the  amount 
of  the  capital  stock,  and  set  forth  distinctly  the  purpose  for  which  and 
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the  place  in  which  the  corporation  was  established.  The  court  say, 
"There  is  an  obvious  reason  for  making  such  organization  by  written 
articles  of  agreement  a  condition  precedent  to  the  exercise  of  corpo- 
rate rights.  It  is  the  basis  on  which  all  subsequent  proceedings  are  to 
rest,  and  is  designed  to  take  the  place  of  a  charter  or  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, by  which  corporate  rights  and  privileges  are  usually  granted." 
And  they  add  that  "  it  is  not  a  case  of  a  defective  organization  under 
a  charter  or  act  of  incorporation,  nor  of  erroneous  proceedings  after  the 
necessary  steps  were  taken  to  the  assumption  of  corporate  powers, 
but  there  is  an  absolute  want  of  proof  that  any  corporation  was  ever 
called  into  being,  which  had  the  power  of  contracting  debts  or  of  ren- 
dering persons  liable  therefor  as  stockholders." 

"We  think  these  reasons  have  no  application  to  the  case  now  before 
ns.  In  this,  there  was  an  act  of  incorporation  from  the  legislature. 
There  is  no  question  that  the  corporate  powers  which  it  conferred  were 
assumed  by  the  persons  by  whom  it  was  intended  that  they  should  be 
enjoyed,  so  far  as  thej-  chose  to  avail  themselves  of  them.  The  organ- 
ization was  not  strictly  regular,  but  can  hardly  be  considered  even  as 
defective. 

And  if  the  object  of  the  statute  is  regarded,  by  which  it  is  required 
that  the  first  meeting  shall  be  called  by  a  majority  of  the  persons 
named  in  the  act  of  incorporation,  it  will  be  evident  that  it  is  directory 
merely,  and  only  designed  to  secure  the  rights  conferred  by  the  charter  ■ 
to  those  to  whom  it  was  granted,  among  themselves,  by  providing  an  [ 
orderly  method  of  organization.      Thus,  if  all  the  persons  interested ' 
should  come  together  without  any  notice  or  call  whatever,  and  proceed 
to  accept  the  charter,  and  do  the  other  acts  necessary  to  constitute  the 
corporation,  we  cannot  doubt  that  their  action  would  be  valid,  and  that 
neither  the  public,  nor  any  persons  not  belonging  to  the  association, 
would  have  any  interest  to  question  their  proceedings. 

The  purpose  of  the  statute  was  probably  to  avoid  such  difficulties  as 
were  disclosed  in  the  ease  of  JJeckmere  Bank  v.  Boynton,  11  Cush. 
369,  where  two  parties  had  attempted  to  organize  separately  under  the 
same  charter,  each  claiming  to  be  the  corporation. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  facts  found  and  reported  to  show  that  all 
persons  interested  were  not  actually  notified  of  the  meeting  for  organ- 
ization. On  the  contrary,  it  would  seem  that  thej'  were.  No  one  has 
questioned  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  or  claimed,  as  in  Lech- 
mere  Bank  v.  Boynton,  a  right  to  organize  in  a  different  manner. 
The  evidence  was  ample  to  show  that  the  persons  named  in  the  act  of 
incorporation  with  their  associates,  or  at  least  all  of  them  who  desired 
to  do  so,  have  accepted  the  act,  organized  under  it,  issued  stock, 
elected  oflflcers  who  have  acted  and  served  in  that  capacity,  carried  on 
business,  contracted  debts,  and  exercised  all  the  functions  of  corporate 
existence.  It  is  therefore  too  late  to  deny  that  the  corporation  ever 
had  any  legal  existence,  or  for  these  officers  to  avoid  the  liabilities 
which  the  statutes  of  the  Commonwealth  impose. 
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The  defendant  Brackett,  who  was  treasurer  in  February  1861,  ap- 
pears to  have  been  liable  with  the  directors  under  the  provisions  of 
Gen.  Sts.  c.  60,  §§  18,  20,  31.  Muceptiom  sustained. 
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1880.     14  South  Carolina,  51. i 

WiLLARD,  C.  J.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  a 
subscription  to  the  capital  stock  of  the  plaintiff  company,  alleged  to 
have  been  made  by  the  defendant,  and  not  duly  complied  with  on  his 
part.  The  defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint  on  various  grounds. 
This  demurrer  was  overruled  by  the  Circuit  Court,  and  leave  to 
answer  granted  on  terms.  From  this  decision  the  defendant  now 
appeals. 

The  first  ground  of  demurrer  is,  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  capacity  to 
sue.  Several  propositions  are  stated  under  this  ground  of  demurrer 
that,  in  substance,  involve  the  general  proposition  that  the  plainti£Fs 
have  received,  by  law,  only  authoi'ity  to  become  a  corporation  upon 
the  performance  of  certain  conditions  precedent,  and  that  the  com- 
plaint contains  no  allegations  showing  that  such  conditions  have  been 
performed. 

The  act  to  charter  the  plaintiff  companj',  passed  February  27th, 
1873,  (15  Stat.  442,)  confers  corporate  powers  on  the  corporators 
named,  in  terms  importing  an  immediate  grant,  with  the  following 
proviso  annexed  :  "  Provided  that  said  persons  shall  commence  opera- 
tions upon  said  road  within  two  3'ears  after  the  passage  of  this_act, 
and_COTaplete  the  same  within  five  vears."  x  ne  period  of  completion 
is  stated  by  Section  6  at  seven  j'ears,  but  this  conflict  of  time  is  not 
material  to  the  present  question.  The  question  is  whether  the  proviso 
can  have  the  effect  to  convert  a  grant  of  the  corporate  franchise,  made 
in  terms  that  import  an  immediate  grant,  into  one  taking  effect  only 
-upon  tho-faappening  of  a  certain  contingency.  If  the  purpose  intended 
bj'  the  proviso  cannot  be  fully  accomplished  without  a  limitation  of  the 
broad  sense  of  the  language  conferring  the  franchise,  then  such  effect 
can  be  accomplished  consistently  with  the  rules  of  construction,  for,  in 
that  case,  the  proviso  would  be  necessaril}'  interpreted  as  a  condition 
in  substance  and  eflfect.  As  a  condition  subsequent  this  is  undoubt- 
edly the  effect  of  the  proviso,  but  does  it  contain,  in  itself,  anything 
that  imports  a  necessity  that  it  should  operate  as  a  condition  preced- 

I  Statement  omitted.  Only  so  much  of  opinion  is  given  as  lelates  to  one 
point.  —  Ed. 
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dent  ?  Two  things  are  to  be  considered  in  this  respect :  First..  What  ■ 
is  essential  to  the  full  efficacy  of  the  matter  of  the  proviso  itself? 
Second.  What  would  be  the  effect  of  allowing  it  to  stand  as  a  condition 
precedent  on  the  completeness  of  the  powers  granted  for  the  purpose 
intended  by  the  grant,  and  to  which  the  terms  of  the  proviso  stand  as 
a  condition?  It  certainly  was  intended  that  the  corporators  should 
have  all  the  powers  and  capacity'  properh'  incident  to  a  railroad  corpo- 
ration for  the  purpose  of  enabling  _  it  to  commence  and  complete  the 
road  in  the  times  prescribed  by  the  law,  for  it  must  be  assumed  that  the 
construction  of  the  road  was  deemed  a  public  benefit,  and  that  the  acqui- 
sition of  that  benefit  to  the  public  was  the  true  consideration  of  the  grant, 
and,  in  this  light,  the  proviso  must  be  regarded  as  directly  intended  as 
a  means  of  hastening  its  construction.  This  view  also  excludes  the 
idea  that  the  proviso  was  intended  to  limit  the  capacity-  or  powers  of 
the  companj'  to  construct  the  road  within  the  times  prescribed  for  that 
purpose.  It  must  certainly  be  assumed  that  the  possession  of  corpo- 
rate powers  during  the  time  that  the  company  was  organizing  and 
acquiring  the  capital  and  credit  requisite  to  construct  the  road  was  a 
material  aid  toward  the  accomplishment  of  that  result.  It  is  fair,  then, 
to  assume  that  the  grant,  in  terms  importing  immediate  corporate 
capacity,  was  intended  to  operate  as  such  for  the  purpose  of  conferring 
on  the  corporation  the  most  perfect  means  for  accomplishing  that  which 
it  was  the  purpose  of  the  proviso  to  secure.  So  far  then  from  its  being 
essential  to  the  efficacy  of  the  proviso  that  the  sense  of  the  terras  grant- 
ing, directly,  the  corporate  franchise  should  be  narrowed,  the  purpose 
of  the  proviso  is  best  subserved  by  holding  these  powers  intact  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  in  which  they  were  granted.  If,  at  the  end  of  two 
3-ears,  the  corporation  had  not  commenced  to  construct  the  road,  every 
object  intended  to  be  secured  to  the  state  and  to  the  public,  bj'  the 
limitation,  would  be  fully  attained,  even  if  the  company  had  at  once, 
upon  the  granting  of  the  charter,  become  a  corporation.  The  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  franchise  of  building  and  operating  a  railtoad 
would  have  followed,  and  the  right  to  exercise  the  functions  of  a  cor- 
poration would  have  fallen  with  it  as  an  accessory.  On  the  other 
hand  if  the  grant  is  held  to  be  subject  to  a  condition  precedent,  by 
reason  of  the  limitation  as  to  commencing  work  in  two  years,  the  argu- 
ment that  would  produce  that  result  would  go  a  step  further  and  make 
the  completion  of  the  road  a  condition  precedent.  In  that  case  the 
anomaly  would  be  presented  of  a  company  undertaking  the  construc- 
tion and  completion  of  a  work  of  such  magnitude  without  the  powers  of 
a  corporation,  and  only  hoping  to  obtain  such  powers  when  the  work 
bad  been  accomplished.  Such  an  intention  cannot  be  ascribed  to  the 
statute.  It  is  clear  that  the  demurrer  was  properly  overruled  as  it 
regards  the  ground  just  considered. 

•  •••••  •. 

Judgment  affirmed 
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CHAPTER  II. 

POWERS  OF  A  CORPORATION, 


(a)  Determination  of  the  Powers. 
DOWNING  V.  MOUNT  WASHINGTON  ROAD  CO. 

I860.     40  New  Hampshire,  230. 

Assumpsit,  brought  by  Lewis  Downing  &  Sons,  to  recover  the  price 
of  eight  omnibuses,  and  a  model  for  the  same,  one  light  wagon,  and 
one  baggage  wagon,  made  for  the  defendants,  under  a  contract  entered 
into  by  D.  O.  Macomber,  president  of  the  defendant  corporation,  in 
their  behalf. 

The  light  wagon  was  made  and  sent  to  one  Cavis,  the  agent  for 
building  the  road,  and  was  used  by  him  in  making  it.  The  omnibuses 
and  baggage  wagon  were  intended  to  be  used  in  convej'ing  passengers 
up  and  down  the  mountain,  after  the  road  was  completed.  The  omni- 
buses were  constructed  in  a  peculiar  way,  and  are  not  fit  for  use  on 
ordinary  roads. 

By  their  act  of  incorporation,  passed  July  1,  1853,  the  corporation 
was  empowered  to  lay  out,  make  and  keep  in  repair,  a  road  from  such 
point  in  the  vicinity  of  Mt.  Washington  as  they  may  deem  most  favor- 
able, to  the  top  of  said  mountain,  &e.,  and  thence  to  some  point  on 
the  northwesterly  side  of  said  mountain,  &c.,  to  take  tolls  of  passengers 
and  for  carriages,  to  build  and  own  toll-houses,  and  to  take  land  for 
their  road. 

The  corporation  was  duly  organized,  and  at  a  meeting  of  the  direc- 
tors on  the  31st  of  August,  1853,  before  said  contract  was  made,  it 
was  "  voted  that  the  president  be  the  legal  agent  and  commissioner  of 
the  company ; "  and  his  compensation  as  such  was  fixed. 

"  The  president  "  was  "  directed  to  proceed  with  the  letting  of  the 
work  for  the  construction  of  the  road,"  "  the  obtaining  the  right  of 
way,"  and  "  what  other  action  he  shall  deem  proper,  for  the  interests 
of  the  company,"  &e. 

A  committee  was  appointed  "  to  settle  in  relation  to  the  right  of 
way,  &c.,  and  in  relation  to  land  on  which  to  build  stables  and  other 
buildings,  for  the  use  of  the  road,  and  also  for  building  all  such  stables 
and  houses  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  operations  of  the  company." 
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It  appeared  that  by  an  additional  act,  passed  July  12,  1856,  the 
corporation  were  authorized  "  to  erect  and  maintain,  lease  and  dispose 
of  any  building  or  buildings,  which  may  be  found  convenient  for  the 
accommodation  of  their  business,  and  of  the  horses  and  carriages  and 
travelers  passing  over  said  road." 

The  defendants  denied  the  authority  of  Macomber  to  make  such  a 
contract  in  behalf  of  the  corporation,  and  the  power  of  the  corporation, 
under  its  charter  either  to  authorize  or  enter  into  such  a  contract. 

Kittredge  &  Bellows,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

George  &  Foster,  for  the  defendants. 

Bell,  C.  J.^  .Corporations  are  creatures  of  the  legislature,  having 
no  other  powers  than  such  as  are  given  to  them  by  their  charters,  or 
such  as  are  incidental,  or  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  purposes 
for  which  they  were  established.  Trustees  v.  Peaslee,  15  N.  H.  330 ; 
Perriim  v.  Chesapeake  Canal  Co.,  9  How.  172.  In  giving  a  construc- 
tion to  the  powers  of  a  corporation,  the  language  of  the  charter  should 
in  general  neither  be  construed  strictly  nor  liberally,  but  according  to 
the  fair  and  natural  import  of  it,  with  reference  to  the  purposes  and 
objects  of  the  corporation.  Enfield  Bridge  v.  Hartford  B.  B.,  17 
Conn.  454 ;   Strauss  v.  Eagle  Co.,  5  Oliio  (N.  S.)  39. 

If  the  powers  conferred  are  against  common  right,  and  trench  in  any 
way  upon  the  privileges  of  other  citizens,  they  ai"e,  in  cases  of  doubt, 
to  be  construed  strictly,  but  not  so  as  to  impair  or  defeat  the  objects 
of  the  incorporation. 

In  the  present  case  the  power  to  take  the  lands  of  others,  and  to 
take  tolls  of  travelers,  must  be  strictly  construed,  if  doubts  should 
arise  on  those  points ;  but  it  is  not  seen  that  the  other  grants  to  the 
defendant  corporation  should  not  receive  a  fair  and  natural  construction. 

The  charter  of  the  Mount  Washington  Road  empowers  them  to  lay 
out,  make  and  keep  in  repair,  a  road  from  Peabody  River  Valle}'  to  the 
top  of  Mount  Washington,  and  thence  to  some  point  on  the  north- 
west side  of  the  mountain.  It  grants  tolls  on  passengers  and  carriages, 
and  authorizes  them  to  take  lands  of  others  for  their  road,  and  to  build 
and  own  toll-houses,  and  erect  gates,  and  appoint  toll-gatherers  to  col- 
lect tlieir  tolls.  The  remaining  provisions  contain  the  ordinary  powers 
of  corporations,  relating  to  directors,  stock,  dividends,  meetings,  &c. 
Laws  of  1853,  chapter  1486. 

This  charter  confers  the  usual  powers  heretofore  granted  to  turnpike 
corporations,  and  no  others.  The  most  natural  and  satisfactorj-  mode 
of  ascertaining  what  are  the  powers  incidentally  granted  to  such  com- 
panies, is  to  inquire  what  powers  have  been  usually  exercised  under 
them,  without  question  by  the  public  or  by  the  corporators.  It  may 
6e  safely  assumed  that  the  powers  which  have  not  heretofore  been 
found  necessary,  and  have  not  been  claimed  or  exercised  under  such 
charters,  are  not  to  be  considered  generally  as  incidentally  granted. 

1  Bellows,  J.,  did  not  sit. 
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Such  charters  have  in  former  years  been  verj'  common  in  this  and 
other  States,  and  thej'  have  not,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  been  under- 
stood as  authorizing  the  corporations  to  erect  hotels,  or  to  establish 
stage  or  transportation  lines,  to  purchase  horses  or  carriages,  or  to 
employ  drivers  in  transporting  passengers  or  freight  over  their  roads  ; 
and  no  such  powers  have  anywhere  been  claimed  or  exercised  under 
them.  We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  power  to  establish  stage 
and  transportation  lines  to  and  from  the  mountain,  to  purchase  car- 
riages and  horses  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  such  a  business,  was 
not  incidentallj*  granted  to  the  defendant  corporation  by  their  charter. 
State  V.  Commissioners,  3  Zab.  510. 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  power  to  make  this  contract  is  con- 
ferred by  the  act  in  amendment  of  the  charter,  passed  July  12',  1856. 
By  this  act  the  corporation  may [p  erect  and  maintain,  lease  and  dis- 
pose of  any  building  or  buildings  which  may  be  found  convenient  for 
the  accommodation  of  their  business,  and  of  the  horses  and  carriages 
and  travelers  passing  over  their  said  roa^dj  By  their  business,  which 
the  buildings  to  be  erected  were  designed  to  accommodate,  it  is  said 
the  legislature  must  have  intended  some  permanent  and  continuing 
business  beyond  that  of  merely  building  and  maintaining  a  road  ;  and 
that  it  could  be  no  other  than  that  of  erecting  a  hotel  on  the  mountain, 
and  establishing  lines  of  carriages,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  visitors 
up  and  down  the  mountain. 

But  the  foundation  of  this  implication  is  very  slight.  The  express 
grant  is  of  an  authority  to  erect,  &c.,  buildings,  not  of  all  kinds,  but 
such  as  may  be  found  convenient  for  the  accommodation  of  their  busi- 
ness, and  of  travelers,  &c.  The  business  here  referred  to  must  be 
understood  to  be  such  as  they  are  by  their  charter  authorized  to  engage 
in.  If  nothing  had  been  said  of  horses  and  travelers,  there  could 
hardlj'  be  any  foundation  for  the  idea  that  a  hotel  could  have  been 
contemplated  by  the  legislature.  Buildings  suitable  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  their  toll-gatherers  and  workmen  employed  on  their  road, 
would  probably  be  thought  every  thing  the  legislature  intended  to 
authorize  by  this  additional  act.  Connected  as  this  authority  now  is 
with  travelers,  horses  and  carriages,  there  is  scarce  a  pretence  for 
argument,  that  this  additional  act  goes  any  further  than  the  original 
act,  to  authorize  a  stage  and  transportation  company.  It  is  not 
unlikely  that  some  of  the  projectors  of  this  enterprise  intended  to 
secure  much  more  extensive  rights  than  those  of  a  turnpike  and  hfltel 
cojupany,  but  it  seems  certain  they  have  not  exhibited  this  feature 
of  their  case  to  the  legislature  so  distinctly  as  to  secure  their  sanc- 
tion, and  the  charter  and  its  amendment  as  yet  justifies  them  in  no  such 
claim. 

The  power  of  buying  and  selling  real  and  personal  property  for  the 
legitimate  purposes  of  the  corporation,  and  the  power  of  contracting 
generally  for  the  same  purposes,  within  the  limits  prescribed  by  the 
charter,  being  granted,  we  understand  the  principle  to  be,  that  theii 
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purchases,  sales,  and  contracts  generally,  will  be  presumed  to  be  made 
within  the  legitimate  scope  and  purpose  of  the  corporation,  until  the 
contrary  appears,  and  that  the  burden  of  showing  that  any  contract  of 
a  corporation  is  beyond  its  legitimate  powers,  rests  on  the  party  who 
objects  to  it.  Indiana  v.  Woram,  6  Hill  37 ;  Me  parte  Peru  Iron, 
Company,  7  Cow.  540 ;  Farmer's  Loan  v,  Clowes,  3  Comst.  470 ; 
Same  t.  Curtis,  3  Seld.  466 ;  Biers  v.  Fhenix  Company,  14  Barb. 
358. 

If  a  corporation  attempt  to  enforce  a  contract  made  with  them  in  a 
case  beyond  the  legitimate  limits  of  their  corporate  power,  that  fact 
being  shown,  will  ordinarily  constitute  a  perfect  defence.  Green  v. 
Seymour,  3  Sandf  Ch.  285 ;  Bangor  Boom  v.  Whiting,  29  Me.  123 ; 
Life  cfcc.  Company  v.  Manufacturers  (be.  Company,  7  Wend.  31 ; 
JVew-York  d;c.  Insurance  Company  v.  L!ly,  5  Conn.  560. 

And  if  a  suit  is  brought  upon  a  contract  alleged  to  be  made  by  the 
corporation,  but  which  is  shown  to  be  beyond  its  corporate  power  to 
enter  into,  the  contract  will  be  regarded  as  void,  and  the  corporation 
may  avail  themselves  of  that  defence.  Beach  v.  Fulton  Bank,  3 
Wend.  573  ;  Albert  v.  Savings  Bank,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  407 ;  Abbot  v. 
Baltimore  &c.  Compatiy,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  542;  Strauss  v.  Fagle 
Insurance  Company,  5  Ohio  (N.  S.)  59  ;  Baron  v.  Mississippi  Insur- 
ance Company,  31  Miss.  116  ;  Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Patchin  Bank,  3 
Kern.  315  ;   Gage  v.  Newmarket,  18  Q.  B.  457. 

The  contract  set  up  in  this  case  was  made  not  by  the  corporation 
itself,  by  a  vote,  nor  by  an  agent  expressly  authorized  to  sign  a  contract 
alreadj-  drawn,  but  it  was  made  by  the  president  of  the  corporation, 
acting  under  an  appointment  as  their  general  agent ;  and  it  is  argued 
that  he  was  fully  authorized  by  votes  of  the  corporation  to  bind  them 
by  such  a  contract  as  the  present ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider 
this  question,  as  we  think  it  settled  that  the  powers  of  the  agents  of 
corporations  to  enter  into  contracts  in  their  behalf  are  limited,  by  the 
nature  of  things,  to  such  contracts  as  the  corporations  are  bj'  their 
charters  authorized  to  make.  This  principle  is  distinctlj'  recognized  in 
McCullough  v.  Moss,  5  Den.  567;  overruling  the  case  of  Moss  v. 
Bossie  Lead  Co.,  5  Hill  137,  and  in  Central  Bank  v.  Umpire  Co.,  26 
Barb.  23  ;  Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Patchin  Bank,  3  Kern.  315. 

The  same  want  of  power  to  give  authority  to  an  agent  to  contract, 
and  thereby  bind  the  corporation  in  matters  beyond  the  scope  of  their 
corporate  objects,  must  be  equallj'  conclusive  against  any  attempt  to 
ratify  such  contract.  What  they  cannot  do  directly  they  cannot  do 
indirectly'.  Thej'  cannot  bind  theinaoLsi^fiS  by  the  ratification  of  a  con- 
tract which  they  had  noauthority  to  make.  5  Den.  567,  above  cited. 
The  power  of  the  agent  must  be  restricted  to  the  business  which  the 
company  was  authorized  to  do.  Within  the  scope  of  the  business 
which  they  had  power  to  transact,  he,  as  its  agent,  may  be  authorized 
X)  act  for  it,  but  beyond  that  he  could  not  be  authorized,  for  its  powers 
extend  no  further. 
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This  view  seems  to  us  entirely  conclusive  against  the  claim  made  foi 
the  omnibuses  and  model,  and  probably  for  the  baggage  wagon. 

As  to  the  light  wagon,  that  may  stand  on  a  different  ground.  Such 
a  wagon  might  be  useful  and  necessarj'  for  the  use  of  the  agent  of  the 
company,  in  conducting  the  undoubted  business  of  the  corporation  — 
the  building  and  maintaining  the  road. 

We  are  unable  to  assent  to  the  position  taken  in  the  argument,  that 
a  ratification  of  part  is  a  ratification  of  the  whole  contract.  While  the 
corporation  maj'  be  restricted  from  ratifying  a  contract  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  objects  of  the  corporation,  there  could  be  no  such  objec- 
tion as  to  any  matter  clearly  within  their  power.  The  other  contract- 
ing party  might  have  a  right  to  reject  such  ratification,  claiming  that 
the  contract  is  entire,  and  if  not  ratified  as  such,  it  should  not  be  made 
good  for  a  part  only.  But  if  thej'  claim  the  benefit  of  the  partial  rati- 
fication, the  corporation  can  hardly  object. 


PROPRIETORS  OF  THE  STOURBRIDGE  CANAL  v.  WHEELEY. 

1831.     2  BarnewaU  4r  Adolphus,  792. 

This  case  was  argued  in  the  last  term  ^  by  Sir  James  Scarlett  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  Campbell  for  the  defendants.  The  facts  of  the  case, 
the  several  clauses  of  the  act  of  parliament  upon  which  the  question 
arose,  and  the  arguments  urged,  are  so  fully  stated  and  commented  on 
in  the  judgment  delivered  by  the  Court,  that  it  is  deemed  unnecessary 
to  notice  them  here.  Gur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  the  course  of  this  term,  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  case  was  argued  before  us  in  the  last  term.  It  was  an  action  of 
assumpsit  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  sum  of  492?.  9s.  as  a 
compensation  for  the  use  of  a  way  or  passage  for  boats  loaded  with 
coals  and  other  merchandise,  along  a  part  of  the  plaintiffs'  canal,  made 
under  the  powers  of  the  16  G.  3,  c.  28,  an  act  of  parliament  for  mak- 
ing and  maintaining  the  Stourbridge  Canal  with  two  collateral  cuts. 
This  canal  was  formed  upon  two  levels ;  the  upper  or  summit  level, 
which  communicates  with  the  Dudley  Canal,  then  intended  to  be  made 
and  since  completed ;  upon  the  whole  of  which  level  there  is  no  lock ; 
and  the  lower  or  Stourbridge  level,  extending  from  Stourbridge  to 
Stourton  ;  and  the  two  levels  are  connected  by  a  chain  of  sixteen  locks. 
The  defendants  have  carried  large  quantities  of  coals  and  other  goods, 
part  from  the  Dudley  Canal,  part  not,  along  the  upper  level,  without 

1  Before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  Littledalb,  Parke,  and  Taunton.  Jb. 
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passing  through  any  lock.  Until  recently  they  have  paid  to  the  plain- 
tiffs a  compensation  in  the  nature  of  tonnage  for  the  coals  and  goods 
80  carried,  as  other  persons  have  also  done  ;  but  the  defendants  having 
latterly  refused  to  do  so,  this  action  has  been  brought ;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  demand  anything  for  the 
use  of  the  part  of  the  canal  on  which  the  defendants  have  so  navigated ; 
if  they  are,  the  sum  claimed  is  admitted  to  be  reasonable,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  recover  it :  if  they  are  not,  the  previous  payments 
by  the  defendants  cannot  render  them  liable,  and  the  plaintiffs  cannot 
recover  anything. 

The  canal  having  been  made  under  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  par- 
liament,  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs  are  derived  entirely  from  the  act. 
This,  lilfe  many  other  cases,  is  a  bargain  between  a  company  of  adven- 
turers and  the  public,  the  terms  of  which  are  expressed  in  the  statute ; 
and  the  rule  of  construction  in  all  such  cases  is  now  fully  established 
to  be  this,  —  that  anj'  ambiguitj-  in  the  terms  of  the  contract  must 
operate  against  the  adventurers,  and  in  favour  of  the  public ;  and  the 
plaintiffs  can  claim  nothing  which  is  not  clearly  given  to  them  hy  the 
act.  This  rule  is  laid  down  in  distinct  terms  by  the  Court  in  the  case 
of  The  Hull  Dock  Company  v.  La  Marche,  8  B.  &  C.  51,  where  some 
previous  authorities  are  cited ;  and  it  was  also  acted  upon  in  the  case 
of  The  Leeds  and  Liverpool  Canal  Company  v.  Hustler,  1  B.  &  C.  424. 

Adopting  this  rule,  we  are  to  decide  whether  a  right  to  demand 
some  compensation  for  the  use  of  this  part  of  the  canal,  is  clearly  and 
unambiguously  given  to  the  plaintiffs  by  this  act  of  parliament ;  and 
we  think  it  is  not. 

The  act  of  parliament  recites  that  the  proposed  canal  will  be  of 
public  utility  (p.  732) ;  the  company  are  empowered  to  purchase  land 
for  the  use  of  the  navigation  (p.  748)  ;  the  lands  acquired  by  voluntary 
or  compulsory  sale  are  vested  in  the  proprietors  for  the  use  of  the 
navigation,  and  for  no  other  use  or  purpose  whatsoever  (p.  759)  ;  and 
all  persons  whatsoever  are  to  have  free  liberty  "  to  navigate  upon  the 
canal  and  collateral  cuts  with  any  boats  or  other  vessels "  of  certain 
dimensions,  "  and  to  use  the  wharfs  and  quays  for  loading  and  unload- 
ing any  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  and  commodities  ;  and  also  to  use 
the  towing  paths  with  horses  for  hauling  and  drawing  such  boats  and 
vessels  upon  payment  of  such  rates  and  dues  as  shall  be  demanded  by 
the  said^ompany~of  proprietors  not  exceeding  the  rates  hefnrK'm em. 
'^ned  in  'the  statute"  (pTlSS).  This  refers  to  a  previous  clause, 
P-  777,  which  provides  that,  in  consideration  of  the  great  charge  and 
expense  of  the  proprietors  in  making,  maintaining,  and  supplying  with 
water  the  canal  and  collateral  cuts,  &c.,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  com- 
pany from  time  to  time  to  ask,  demand,  take,  and  recover  for  their 
own  use  and  benefit  for  the  tonnage  and  wharfage  of  iron,  &c.,  and 
other  commodities  navigated,  carried,  and  conveyed  thereon,  such  rates 
and  duties  as  they  shall  think  fit,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  sixpence 
for  every  ton  of  iron,  &c.,  navigated  on  any  part  of  the  canal,  and 
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which  shall  pass  through  any  one  or  more  of  the  locks  which  shall  be 
erected  on  the  said  canal.  A  similar  provision  is  made  for  the  tonnage 
and  wharfage  of  goods  in  vessels  navigated  on  the  collateral  cuts  ;  and 
a  power  of  bringing  an  action  for  arrears  or  distraining  is  given  to  the 
company. 

Now,  it  is  quite  certain  that  the  company  have  no  right  expressly 
given  to  receive  any  compensation  except  the  tonnage  paid  for  goods 
carried  through  some  of  the  locks  on  the  canal  or  the  collateral  cuts  ; 
and  it  is  therefore  incumbent  upon  them  to  show  that  they  have  a  right 
clearly  given  by  inference  from  some  of  the  other  clauses. 

One  of  the  clauses  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiffs  is  that  which  gives 
the  public  the  use  of  the  canal,  p.  788,  and  it  is  contended  that  no  per- 
sons have  a  right  to  use  any  part  of  the  canal  under  that  clause,  except 
those  who  actually  do  pay  some  of  the  rates  or  dues,  and  consequently 
pass  some  of  the  locks  ;  and  that  if  individuals  have  no  right  to  navi- 
gate a  particular  part,  the  company  may  make  their  own  bargain  as  to 
the  terms  upon  which  they  may  be  permitted  to  do  so. 

But  the  clause  in  question  is  capable  of  two  constructions  ;  one,  that  \ 
those  persons  who  pass  the  locks,  and  therefore  pay  the  rates,  and 
those  only,  are  entitled  to  navigate  any  part  of  the  canal  or  cuts ;  the 
other,  that  all  persons  are  entitled  to  use  it,  paying  rates  when  rates 
are  due.  The  former  of  these  constructions  is  against  the  public  and  in 
favour  of  the  companj-,  the  latter  is  in  favour  of  the  public  and  against 
the  company,  and  is  therefore,  according  to  the  rule  above  laid  down, 
the  one  which  ought  to  be  adopted. 

And  indeed  the  more  obvious  meaning  of  this  clause  is,  to  declare 
that  the  canal  is  dedicated  to  the  public,  but,  at  the  same  time,  to  pre-  \ 
serve  the  right  of  the  company  to  the  rates  already  given ;  and  ic  is 
reasonable  to  suppose  that,  bj'  the  section  p.  777,  which  gives  the  rates 
as  a  compensation  for  the  expenses  of  the  proprietors,  the  legislature 
meant  to  include  all  the  benefit  they  were  to  derive  from  the  canal,  and 
not  to  leave  the  company  to  make  what  agreement  they  pleased  with 
the  public  in  cases  not  provided  for,  and  to  gain  an  unlimited  profit 
from  a  particular  part  of  it.  Thej-  probably  did  not  contemplate  the 
ease  of  persons  using  the  canal  who  did  not  pass  an}'  lock ;  but  whether 
the  omission  was  intentional,  or  arose  from  inadvertence,  it  is  still  an 
omission  in  that  clause  which  provides  for  the  emolument  of  the 
company. 

Another  section  upon  which  some  reliance  was  placed,  was  that  in 
page  789,  which  gives  to  the  owners  of  adjoining  lands  the  power  to 
use  any  pleasure  boats  on  the  canal,  &c.  (so  as  the  same  do  not  pass 
through  any  lock),  without  paj'ing  any  rates  or  dues  for  the  same,  and  so 
as  such  boat  be  not  used  for  carrying  any  goods  ;  and  it  is  argued  that 
the  inference  arising  from  the  latter  part  of  this  clause  is,  that  pleasure 
boats  carrying  goods  would  be  liable  to  pay  rates,  though  they  should 
pass  no  locks ;  and  if  pleasure  boats,  then  all  otlier  boats  should  be 
equally  liable.     And  there  is  no  doubt  but  tiiat  lliis  provision  does 
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aflford  some  colour  for  this  argument.  The  object  of  the  clause  appears 
to  have  been,  partly  to  secure  the  right  of  the  proprietors  to  use  the 
canal  with  pleasure  boats ;  (and  in  that  respect  it  was  Introduced  pro 
majore  cautela ;)  and  partly  to  prevent  the  company  being  injured  by 
their  passing  through  locks ;  and  the  framer  of  the  clause  seems  to  have 
added  the  last  provision  in  the  section  merely  to  put  pleasure  boats 
with  goods  on  board,  on  the  footing  of  loaded  vessels,  without  consid- 
ering whether  loaded  vessels  were  liable  to  duties  or  not.  At  any  rate 
this  clause  is  not  sufficient,  in  our  judgment,  to  enable  us  to  say  that  it 
is  clear  the  legislature  intended  to  give  the  plaintiffs  the  right  to  the 
compensation  claimed  for  the  use  of  a  part  of  the  canal  where  there  is 
no  lock. 

Upon  the  principle  of  construction,  therefore,  above  laid  down,  viz., 
that  the  company  are  entitled  to  impose  no  burthen  on  the  public  for 
their  own  benefit  except  that  which  is  clearly  given  b}'  the  act,  we  are 
of  opinion  that,  as  their  right  to  claim  this  compensation  is  not  clearly 
given  by  the  act,  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover. 

Judgment  for  defendants. 


WHITAKEE   V.   DELAWARE  &  HUDSON   CANAL  CO, 

1878.    87  Pa.  State,  34. 

Case  to  recover  for  damages  to  plaintiff's  lumber  rafts  while  passing 
through  the  schute  of  defendants'  dam. 

Trunkey,  J.  The  defendants  were  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
New  York,  and  by  divers  statutes  of  this  state,  are  vested  with  certain 
public  franchises.  For  the  purposes  of  the  grant  the  dam  across  the 
Delaware  Eiver  was  built  about  fifty  years  ago,  and  the  right  to  main- 
tain it  is  conceded.  In  the  Act  of  1825,  Pamph.  L.  142,  is  a  provision 
"That  the  said  company  shall  not  erect  any  works,  or  make  any 
improvement,  connected  with  the  Delaware  Eiver,  unless  the  same  shall 
be  so  constructed  as  to  leave  the  channel  of  said  river  as  safe  and ''as 
convenient  for  the  descent  of  rafts  as  it  now  is,"  The  plaintiff  com- 
plains  that  the  river  is  not  as  safe  and  convenient  for  navigation  as 
before  the  erection  of  the  dam.  Unquestionably  this  is  so.  A  dam  in 
a  stream  is  an  impediment  and  in  some  degree  renders  its  navigation 
less  safe  and  convenient.  A  literal  coTigtrnnt^^Ti  nf  tlvisprr.^ng;r.n 
makes  it  impossible  to  build  and  maintain  the  dam,  and  the  conceded 
jignt  vanishes.  The"statutes  of  this  state,  recognizing  tnose  of  JNew 
York,  and'in  connection  therewith,  conferring  the  power  to  construct 
a  great  public  highway,  are  nugatory  under  a  strict  construction  of  the 
section  providing  for  safe  and  convenient  navigation  of  the  river. 
This  was  not  the  legislative  intent.  It  could  not  have  been  intended 
to  grant  a  franchise  to  build  a  public  highway,  in  connection  with  one 
in  a  sister  state,  and  so  clog  it  that  the  work  could  never  be  executed. 

Various  statutes,  from  time  to  time,  have  been  enacted  authorizing 
public  improvements,  some  of  which  wo.uld  obstruct  or  impede  the 
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oaLvlgation  of  rivers,  and  others  the  use  of  streets  androads.  which 
contained  provisions  forbidding  such  obstrnntinna  aTuTn^ppHTTfrnrrts. 
The  courts  have  uniformly  held  that  these  provisions  should  beTIBerally 
construed,  so  as  not  to_destroy  the  grant.  For  instance,  the  act  of  in 
corporation  of  the  Monongahela  Bridge  Company  contained  a  declara. 
tion  that  nothing  therein  contained  should  authorize  the  erection  of  a 
bridge  over  the  Monongahela  river  "  in  such  manner  as  to  injure,  stop. 
^interrupt  the  navigation  of  the  said  river,  by  boats,  rafts  or  j)ther 
vessels."  It  was  held  that  the  proviso  was  not  intended  to  prevent  the 
erection  of  piers  in  the  bed  of  the  river,  j-et  piers  in  the  bed  of  a  navi- 
gable stream  inevitably  endanger  navigation  and  render  it  more  difficult. 
They  do  not  necessarily  "  injure,  stop  or  interrupt  the  navigation  "  in 
the  sense  in  which  these  words  were  used  by  the  legislature.  A  strict 
literal  meaning  was  not  intended,  and  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  it 
never  could  have  been.  /When  the  purpose  of  the  franchise  is  the 
performance  of  a  pubUgact,  the  grant  is  to  be  so  interpreted  as  to 
enable  the  act  to  be  doue^  The  extension  of  one  highway  over  an- 
other is  a  public  act,  and  not  less  so  because  of  the  power  to  exact 
tolls :  Monongahela  Bridge  Co.  v.  Kirk,  10  Wright,  112.  The  charter 
pf  the  Erie  and  North  East  Railroad  Company  had  a  provision  that 
y'Tlie  said  railroad  shall  be  so  constructed  as  not  to  impede  or  obstruct 
the  free  use-of  any  public  road,  street,  lane  or  bridge  now  laid  out, 
opened  or  builtf"  "  These  words  taken  literally  and  in  their  strongest 
sense  would  prevent  the  railroad  from  being  made  on  the  streets  at  all. 
But  we  follow  authority  in  saying  they  are  not  to  be  so  interpreted.  The 
defendants  have  a  rjofht  to  use  a  street  if  the}'  take  care  to  obstrucTiT" 
gg  li^p  gg  t.hp  nntnj-e  ""fl  character  of  their  improvement  will  permit, 
if  they  create  no  material  or  unnecessary  impediment — no  obstrucRon 
which  could  be  avoided  by  any  reasonable  expenditure  of  money  or 
Jabnr.  They  cannot  occupy  the  whole  of  a  street  and  drive  the  public 
away  from  it  altogether.  But  any  street  which  is  wide  enough  for  the 
railroad  and  public  both  may  be  used  on  the  terms  mentioned."  Per 
Black,  C.  J.,  Commonwealth  v.  E.  &  N.  E.  Railroad  Co.,  3  Casey  365. 

It  is  no  departure  from  the  current  of  decisions,  but  in  its  direct 
line,  to  hold  that  the  defendants  can  enjoy  their  franchise,  can  lawfully 
construct  and  maintain  their  dam,  taking  care  to  obstruct  the  channel 
as  little  as  the  nature  and  character  of  the  improvement  will  permit, 
and  leaving  it  as  safe  and  convenient  for  the  navigation  of  rafts  as 
could  be  by  any  reasonable  expenditure  of  money  and  labor.  Their 
franchise  is  for  the  construction  of  one  highway  over  another.  The 
whole  community  are  interested  in  both.  ^/Private  charters  are  strictly 
interpreted.  In  them  what  is  not  expressed  or  necessarily  implied,  is 
not  granted,  and  what  is  doubtful  is  resolved  in  favor  of  the  sovereign. 
But  when  the  sovereign  grants  a  public  franchise  over  a  highway,  a 
clause  relative  to  the  use  of  said  highway  will  not  be  so  construed  as  to 
defeat  the  graST) 

The  plainXiffdoes  not  claim  merely  for  consequential  damages,  re- 
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suiting  solely  from  the  construction  of  the  dam.  If  he  did,  the 
defendants'  answer  would  be  found  in  Clark  v.  Birmingham  and 
Pitts.  Bridge  Co.,  5  Wright  147,  and  Monongahela  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Kirk,  supra. 

He  claims  further  for  an  immediate  injury-,  consequent  upon  the  de- 
fendants' negligence,  in  that  thej'  "  built  and  left  the  said  dam  in  and 
across  said  highway,  in  a  dangerous,  insecure  and  impassable  state  and 
condition."  His  averment  implies  much  more  than  such  obstruction 
as  was  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  franchise,  and,  if  established, 
and  there  was  no  contributory  negligence,  his  right  to  recover  is  clear. 
If  he  adduced  sufficient  proof  of  such  negligence,  it  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jur3\ 

[After  considering  the  evidence,  the  Court  held,  that  it  was  insuffl- 
cient  to  warrant  a  finding  that  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence.] Judgment  affirmed. 
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1854.     12  New  York,  121.1 

Ejectment  commenced  in  the  supreme  court  in  February,  1847, 
and  tried  at  the  Orange  county  circuit,  held  by  Mr.  Justice  Edwards 
in  October,  1848.  The  jury  found  a  special  verdict,  from  which  it 
appeared  that  on  the  first  day  of  July,  1836,  Nicholas  A.  Dederer, 
being  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  a  farm  situate  in  Blooming  Grove, 
Orange  County,  executed  to  the  Hudson  and  Delaware  Railroad  Com- 
pany a  deed,  dated  that  day,  whereby,  in  consideration  of  the  benefits 
and  advantages  to  him  of  the  railroad  proposed  to  be  made  by  the 
company,  and  of  one  dollar  to  him  paid  by  the  company,  he  grants  to 
such  company  the  privilege  of  surveying  and  laying  out,  by  its  agents 
and  engineers,  through  his  farm  or  tract  of  land,  the  route  and  site  o( 
its  road ;  and  also  granted,  bargained,  sold,  and  conveyed  unto  the 
company  and  its  successors,  so  much  of  the  farm  as  might  be  selected 
and  laid  out  by  the  company  for  the  site  of  its  railroad,  six  rods  in 
width  across  the  farm ;  provided  always,  and  such  grant  was  made 
upon  the  express  condition,  that  the  company  should  construct  its 
railroad  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  act  incorporating  the  same. 
That  subsequently,  and  before  the  27th  of  October,  1836,  the  company 
selected  and  laid  out,  for  the  site  of  its  railroad  through  the  farm,  a 
strip  of  land  six  rods  wide  extending  through  the  farm.  That  on  the 
first  of  April,  1844,  the  farm  formerly  owned  by  Dederer,  by  virtue  of 
sundry  mesne  conveyances,  became  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  in  fee 
simple,  subject  only  to  such  right  as  the  Hudson  and  Delaware  Railroad 
Company  then  had  to  any  portion  thereof  sufBcient  for  the  track  of  its 

1  Arguments  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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road.  That  this  company,  on  the  27th  of  October,  1836,  commenced 
the  construction  of  its  railroad,  but  never  completed  or  put  in  operation 
a  double  or  single  track,  or  anj'  part  thereof.  That  in  pursuance  of 
an  act  of  the  legislature,  entitled  an  act  authorizing  the  New  York  and 
Erie  Railroad  Company  to  construct  a  branch  road,  terminating  at  the 
village  of  Newburgh,  passed  April  8,  1845,  the  Hudson  and  Delaware 
Railroad  Company  were  authorized  to,  and  on  the  14th  of  September. 
1846,  did  execute  to  the  defendant,  the  New  York  and  Erie  Railroad 
Company,  a  deed,  and  thereby  for  a  valuable  consideration  granted, 
bargained,  sold,  and  convej'ed  to  the  defendant  and  its  successoi's, 
the  maps,  charts,  drafts,  surveys,  and  other  personal  property  of  the 
Hudson  and  Delaware  Company,  and  all  its  rights,  privileges,  immuni- 
ties and  improvements,  acquired  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  original  act 
of  incorporation,  or  of  any  act  amending  it,  or  in  any  other  manner ; 
and  also  all  the  grants,  lands,  and  real  estate  acquired  by  or  ceded  or 
conveyed  to  the  Hudson  and  Delaware  Companj',  and  all  its  right,  title, 
and  interest  to  the  same,  and  particularly  the  right  of  way,  granted  by 
Dederer  to  the  company  and  its  successors,  by  the  deed  from  him  above 
mentioned.  That  when  this  suit  was  commenced,  on  the  25th  of  Feb- 
ruarj',  1847,  the  defendant  had  not  completed  or  put  in  operation  its 
branch  road  terminating  at  Newburgh,  or  any  part  of  it,  nor  had  it 
done  so  when  the  cause  was  tried.  That  on  the  2d  of  December,  1846, 
the  defendant  entered  upon  the  strip  of  land  six  rods  wide,  mentioned 
in  the  deed  from  Dederer  and  laid  out  by  the  Hudson  and  Delaware 
Company  through  his  farm  as  the  site  of  its  road,  and  ejected  the 
plaintiff  therefrom,  and  that  the  defendant  was  still  in  the  possession 
thereof.  The  suit  was  brought  to  recover  possession  of  .this  strip  of 
land  from  the  defendant. 

The  justice  before  whom  this  cause  was  tried  ordered  judgment  upon 
the  special  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  appealed, 
and  the  supreme  court,  sitting  in  general  term  in  the  3d  district,  reversed 
the  judgment  and  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  (See  12 
Barb.,  460.)     The  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court. 

E.  L.  Fancher,  for  appellant. 

T.-  M.  Kissock,  for  respondent. 

Parker,  J.  The  grant  from  Dederer  to  the  Hudson  and  Delaware 
Railroad  Company,  bearing  date  the  first  day  of  July,  1836,  was  made 
to  that  company  "  and  their  successors."  Under  that  grant,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  the  Hudson  and  Delaware  Railroad  Company  took  a  fee. 
The  words  of  perpetuity  used  would  have  been  sufficient  to  describe  a 
fee,  even  under  the  most  strict  requirements  of  the  common  law. 

The  company  had  ample  power  to  purchase  lands.  It  was  a  power 
incident  at  common  law  to  all  corporations,  unless  they  were  specially 
restrained  by  their  charters  or  by  statute.  (2  Kent,  281 ;  Co.  Litt., 
44  a,  300  b;  1  Kyd  on  Corp.,  76,  78,  108, 115  ;  3  Pick.  239.)  And  in 
this  case  the  power  was  expressly  conferred  by  the  9th  section  of  the 
charter  (xS'ess.  iows  0/1835,  jo.  113);  and  by  the  16th  section  there 
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were  given  to  it  the  general  powers  conferred  upon  corporations 
'^1  B.  S.  731),  one  of  which  is  that  of  holding,  purchasing  and  con- 
vej-ing  such  real  estate  as  the  purposes  of  the  corporation  maj-  require. 
But  if  no  words  of  perpetuity  had  been  used,  the  grantor  owning  a  fee, 
the  company  would  have  taken  a  fee ;  for  the  statute  is  now  impera- 
tive, that  every  grant  shall  pass  all  the  estate  or  interest  of  the  grantor, 
unless  the  intent  to  pass  a  less  estate  or  interest  shall  appear  by 
express  terms  or  be  necessarily  implied  in  the  terms  of  the  grant. 
(1  R.  S.,  748,  §  1.) 

But  it  is  objected  that  because,  by  the  act  of  incorporation,  there 
was  given  to  it  only  a  term  of  existence  of  fifty  years  (Laws  of  1835, 
p.  110,  §  1),  therefore  the  grant  shall  be  deemed  to  have  conveyed  an 
estate  for  years,  and  not  in  fee.  The  unsoundness  of  that  position  is 
easily  shown.  It  was  never  j'et  held,  that  a  grant  of  a  fee  in  express 
terms  could  be  restricted  by  the  fact  that  the  grantee  had  but  a  limited 
term  of  existence.  If  it  were  so,  a  grant  could  never  be  made  to  an 
individual  in  fee,  because,  in  his  earthly  existence,  he  is  not  immortal. 
Under  such  a  rule,  a  man  could  never  buy  a  greater  interest  in  a  farm 
than  a  life  estate.  It  would  follow  that  all  estates  would  be  life  estates, 
except  those  held  by  perpetual  corporations.  The  intent  of  parties, 
fully  expressed  in  a  deed,  would  avail  nothing,  but  all  grants  would  be 
measured  by  the  mortality  of  the  grantee.  It  is  needless  to  follow  out 
;the  proposition  further  to  show  its  absurdity. 

It  is  not  to  the  parties  to  a  grant,  but  to  its  terms,  that  we  look  to 
ascertain  the  character  and  extent  of  the  estate  convej'ed.  Such  was 
the  rule  at  common  law,  and  is  still  by  statute.  (1  M.  S.,  748,  §  1.) 
The  change  made  by  the  statute  favors  the  grantee,  where  there  are  no 
express  terms  in  the  grant,  by  the  presuming  the  grantor  intended  to 
convey  all  his  estate. 

At  common  law,  it  was  only  where  there  were  no  express  terms, 
defining  the  estate  in  the  conveyance,  that  the  term  of  legal  existence 
of  the  grantee  was  deemed  to  be  the  measure  of  the  interest  intended 
to  be  convej-ed.  Thus,  words  of  perpetuity,  such  as  "heirs  or  suc- 
cessors," were  necessarj'  to  convey  a  fee.  A  grant  to  an  individual, 
without  such  words,  conveyed  only  a  life  estate.  For  the  same  reason 
a  grant,  without  such  words,  to  a  corporation  aggregate  ( Viners  Ab,, 
Estate,  L.  3),  or  to  a  mayor  or  commonalty  {ih.,  3),  conveyed  a  fee, 
because  the  grantees  were  perpetual.  The  grantee  named  in  such  case 
having  a  perpetual  existence,  the  estate  could  not  have  been  enlarged 
by  words  of  succession. 

But  this  is  now  changed  by  our  Revised  Statutes.  Words  of  inheri- 
tance or  succession  are  no  longer  necessary,  and,  in  their  absence,  we 
look,  not  to  the  term  of  existence  of  the  grantee  to  ascertain  the  estate, 
but  to  the  amount  of  interest  owned  by  the  grantor  at  the  time  he 
eonveyed.  All  his  estate  is  deemed  to  have  passed  by  the  grant. 
(1  R.  S.,  748,  §  1.) 

All  this  is  applicable  only  to  cases  where  the  grant  is  silent  as  to 
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the  extent  of  interest  conveyed.  Where  that  interest  is  expressly 
described,  as  in  this  case,  the  law  never,  either  before  or  since  our 
revision,  did  violence  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  by  cutting  down  the 
estate  agreed  to  be  conveyed  to  the  measure  of  the  grantee's  term  of 
existence.  It  has  long  been  one  of  the  maxims  of  the  law,  that  "  no 
implication  shall  be  allowed  against  an  express  estate  limited  by  express 
words."     (Viner's  Ab.,  ImpMation,  A.,  5;  1  Salk.,  236.) 

It  is  erroneous  to  say  that  an  estate  in  fee  cannot  be  fully  enjoyed 
by  a  natural  person,  or  by  a  corporation  of  limited  duration.  It  is  an 
enjoyment  of  the  fee  to  possess  it,  and  to  have  the  full  control  of  it, 
including  the  power  of  alienation,  by  which  its  full  value  may  at  once 
be  realized. 

It  is  well  settled  that  corporations,  though  limited  in  their  duration, 
may  purchase  and  hold  a  fee,  and  they  may  sell  such  real  estate  when- 
ever they  shall  find  it  no  longer  necessary  or  convenient.  (5  Denio, 
389;  2  Preston  on  Estates,  60.)  Kent  says:  "Corporations  have  a 
fee  simple  for  the  purpose  of  alienation,  but  they  have  only  a  deter- 
minable fee,  for  the  purpose  of  enjoyment.  On  the  dissolution  of  the 
corporation,  the  reverter  is  to  the  original  grantor  or  his  heirs  ;  ^  but  the 
grantor  will  be  excluded  by  the  alienation  in  fee,  and  in  that  way 
the  corporation  may  defeat  the  possibility  of  a  reverter.  (2  Kent,  282  ; 
6  Denio,  389  ;  1  Comst.  It.  509.)  Large  sums  of  money  are  accord- 
ingly expended  by  railroad  companies  in  erecting  extensive  station 
houses  and  depots,  and  by  banking  corporations  in  erecting  banking 
houses,  because,  holding  the  land  in  fee,  they  may  be  able  to  reimburse 
themselves  for  the  outlay  by  selling  the  fee  before  the  termination  of 
their  corporate  existence. 

The  Hudson  and  Delaware  Railroad  Company  then,  bj'  their  grant 
from  Dederer,  took  a  title  in  fee,  but  it  was  a  fee  upon  condition,  there 
being  in  the  grant  an  express  condition  that  the  road  should  be  con- 
structed by  the  companj'  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  act  of  incor- 
poration. This  was  not  a  condition  precedent,  as  was  argued  by  the 
plaintiff's  counsel,  but  a  condition  subsequent. 

•  *•••••• 

Kent  says  (4  Kent,  129)  :  "Conditions  subsequent  are  not  favored 
in  the  law  and  are  construed  strictly,  because  they  tend  to  destroy 
estates."  They  can  only  be  reserved  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantor 
and  his  heirs,  and  no  others  can  take  advantage  of  a  breach  of  them. 
(4  Kent  Com.  122,  127;  2  Black.  Com.,  154.)  The  plaintiff  took  his 
deed  of  the  farm  on  the  first  of  April,  1844.  This  was  one  year  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  for  constructing  the  road,  and  two  years 
before  the  Hudson  and  Delawai-e  Railroad  Company  conveyed  to  the 
defendants.  At  that  time,  therefore,  there  had  been  no  breach  of  the 
condition ;  on  the  contrary,  the  right  of  the  company  was  expressly 
recognized  and  reserved  in  the  deed.  Certainly,  then,  Dederer,  when 
he  conveyed,  had  no  assignable  interest. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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1871.     38  Conn.  342.1 

Bill  in  equitt  by  the  executors  of  the  will  of  William  Bostwick, 
praying  for  advice  in  the  construction  of  the  will.  The  residue,  both 
real  and  personal,  was  devised  to  trustees,  to  be  applied  for  the  benefit 
of  testator's  daughter  during  her  life.  If  the  daughter  should  die  leav- 
ing no  husband  or  issue,  a  certain  part  of  the  trust  fund  was  to  be 
divided  between  six  societies,  of  which  the  American  Tract  Society,  a 
New  York  corporation,  was  one.  The  daughter  died,  leaving  neither 
husband  nor  children.  Counsel  for  the  heirs-at-law  of  the  testator 
contend  that  the  American  Tract  Society  is  incapable  of  taking  real 
estate  in  Connecticut  by  devise,  and  that  the  residuary  clause  must 
fail  so  far  as  it  attempts  to  devise  real  estate  in  Connecticut  to  that 
corporation. 

IT.  White  and  J.  /S.  Beach,  for  petitioners. 

DooUUle  and  X.  W.  Bristol,  for  heirs  of  testator. 

D.  B.  Beach,  for  heirs  of  daughter. 

J.  W.  Edmunds,  Cook,  Campbell,  G.  JST.  Titus,  T.  Westervelt, 
A.  L.  Edwards,  S.  E.  Baldwin,  for  various  Societies. 

Foster  J. 

It  is  asserted  that  the  American  Tract  Society  can  take  neither  real 
or  personal  property  under  this  will.  That  it  cannot  take  real,  because 
its  charter  of  incorporation,  granted  by  the  state  of  New  York,  ^oes 
not  confer  the  power  of  taking  by  devise  ;  that  it  cannot  take  personal, 
because  the  charter  provides  that  the  net  income  of  said  societj'  arising 
from  real  and  personal  estate  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  $10,000  annu- 
ally. This  limit  it  is  claimed  has  been  reached  and  exceeded,  and  so 
the  capacity  of  the  society  to  take  property  is  exhausted.  This  society 
was  incorporated  by  a  special  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  passed  Maj"^  26,  1841.  The  third  section  of  its  charter  provides 
that  the  corporation  shall  possess  the  general  powers,  and  be  subject 
to  the  provisions,  contained  in  title  3d  of  chapter  18  of  the  first  part  of 
the  revised  statutes,  so  far  as  the  same  are  applicable  and  have  not 
been  repealed.  The  title  and  chapter  I'eferred  to  enumerate  the  powers 
of  corporations,  and  the  clause  which  bears  directly  upon  tliis  subject 
reads  thus :    "to  hold,  purchase,  and  convej'  such  real  and  personal 

'  Statement  abridged.  Only  so  much  of  the  opinion  is  given  as  relates  to  one 
point.    Arguments  omitted. —  Ed. 
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estate  as  the  purposes  of  the  corporation  shall  reqaire,  not  exceeding 
the  amount  limited  in  its  charter."  This  charter  was  amended  by  the 
legislature  of  New  York  on  the  31st  of  March,  1866,  but  as  this  was 
after  the  death  both  of  the  testator  and  of  his  daughter,  that  amend- 
ment need  not  be  particularly  considered,  as  it  cannot  materially  affect 
the  question  involved.  Now  it  is  manifest  that  this  corporation  has 
express  po^er  by  its  charter  to  hold,  purchase  and  convey  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  for  specified  purposes  and  to  a  limited  amount.  There  is 
no  express  power  to  take  by  devise,  nor  is  the  power  so  to  take 
expressly  prohibited.  We  suppose  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  this 
corporation  could  take  by  devise  in  New  York,  if  the  Statute  of  Wills 
of  that  state  empowered  corporations  generally  to  take  in  that  manner. 
The  English  Statute  of  Wills,  passed  in  the  time  of  Henry  VIII, 
authorized  every  person  having  a  sole  estate  in  fee  simple  of  any 
manors  &c.,  "  to  give,  dispose,  will,  or  devise,  to  any  person  or  per- 
sons, except  to  bodies  politic  and  corporate,  by  his  last  will  and  testa- 
ment in  writing,  or  otherwise  by  any  acts  lawfully  executed  in  his 
lifetime,  all  his  manors  &c.,  at  his  own  will  and  pleasure,  any  law,  stat- 
ute, custom,  or  other  thing  theretofore  had,  made,  or  used  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding."  Thus  corporations,  by  express  exception  in 
these  statutes,  were  not  enabled  to  take  lands  directly  by  devise  in 
England,  and  the  Statute  of  Wills  of  the  state  of  New  York  makes  the 
same  exception.  By  that  statute  it  is  enacted,  that  all  persons,  except 
idiots,  persons  of  unsound  mind,  married  women,  and  infants,  may 
devise  their  real  estate  b^'  a  last  will  and  testament  duly  executed  &c. 
"  Such  devise  may  be  made  to  every  person  capable  by  law  of  holding 
real  estate ;  but  no  devise  to  a  corporation  shall  be  valid,  unless  such 
corporation  be  expressly  authorized  by  its  charter,  or  b3'  statute,  to 
take  by  devise."  3  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat,  138,  (5th  ed.).  This  corpora- 
tion therefore,  prior  to  the  recent  amendment  of  its  charter,  could  not 
take  by  devise  in  New  York,'  and  such  is  the  decision  of  their  Supreme 
Court  and  Court  of  Appeals  in  this  ver3-  case.  And  so  it  is  earnestly 
contended  that  it  cannot  take  b}'  devise  in  Connecticut.  We  yield 
readily  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  this  connection  in  regard  to  cor- 
porations ;  indeed  it  is  too  thoroughlj-  established  to  be  doubted  or 
questioned.  That  doctrine  perhaps  is  nowhere  better  stated  than  in 
the  case  of  Head  \.  Providence  Ins.  Co.,  2  Cranch,  127,  by  the  then 
illustrious  head  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  late 
Cliief  Justice  Marshall.  "It  [a  corporation]  may  correctly  be  said 
to  be  preciselj"  what  the  incorporating  act  has  made  it ;  fo  derive  all  its 
powers  from  that  act,  and  to  be  capable  of  exerting  its  faculties  only 
in  the  manner  which  that  act  authorizes."  Now  this  corporation 
stands  at  the  bar  of  this  court  claiming  the  right  to  take  lands  within 

1  Corporations  "always  had  the  right  at  common  law  to  take  personal  property 
iy  bequest ;  .  .  .  and  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  they  have  that  right  under  our  stat- 
utes." Wright,  J.,  in  Sherwood  v.  Am.  Bible  Society,  4  Abbott,  N.  Y.  App.  Dec.  227, 
p.  231.  — Ed. 
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our  territory  by  devise.  It  is  clothed  with  such  powers  as  have  been 
conferred  by  its  charter.  Those,  a  portion  of  them,  as  we  have  seen, 
are  to  hold,  purchase,  and  convey  real  estate.  It  is  not  expressly 
authorized  to  take  by  devise,  nor  is  it  prohibited  from  so  taking.  Can 
it  then  take  by  devise  ?  Not  in  New  York,  as  we  have  seen.  There- 
fore not  in  Connecticut,  say  the  counsel  for  the  heirs  at  law,  for  being 
a  New  York  corporation,  and  by  the  law  of  that  state  devoid  of  power 
to  take  by  devise,  no  argument  is  needed  to  show  its  inability  to  take 
by  devise  in  Connecticut.  This  conclusion  is  too  hastily  drawn. /^f 
the  inability  to  take  by  devise  arose  out  of  a  prohibitory  clause  in  i£e 
charter,  the  conclusion  would  be  legal  and  logic^T)  But  the  inability 
does  not  so  arise.  There  is  no  prohibition  in  the  charter ;  the  inability 
is  created  by  the  New  York  Statute  of  Wills,  expressly  excepting  cor- 
porations from  taking  by  devise.  Now  this  corporation  brings  with  it 
from  New  York  its  charter,  but  it  does  not  bring  with  it  the  New  York 
Statute  of  Wills  and  cannot  bring  it  to  be  recognized  as  law  within 
this  jurisdiction.  There  is  an  obvious  distinction  between  an  incapa- 
city to  take  created  by  the  statute  of  a  state,  which  is  local,  and  a 
prohibitory  clause  in  the  charter,  which  everywhere  cleaves  to  the  cor- 
poration. The  reasoning  is  fallacious,  not  recognizing  this  distinction. 
There  being  no  prohibition  in  the  charter,  and  the  power  to  hold  and 
convey  real  estate  being  expressly  given,  we  must  look  to  our  own 
statutes  and  laws,  and  not  to  those  of  New  York,  to  determine  whether 
or  not  this  corporation  can  take  by  devise  in  Connecticut. 

The  state  of  New  York  has  partially  adopted  the  policy  of  England 
in  regard  to  devises  to  corporations,  though  the  English  statutes,  usu- 
ally called  the  statutes  of  mortmain,  have  not  been  reenacted  in  that 
state.  Those  statutes  began  with  Magna  Charta,  in  9  Henry  III, 
and  embrace  a  succession  of  acts  down  to  and  including  9  George  II. 
Thej'  were  intended  to  check  the  ecclesiastics  of  the  Roman  church 
from  absorbing  in  perpetuity,  in  dead  clutch,  all  the  lands  of  the  king- 
dom, and  so  withdrawing  them  from  public  and  feudal  charges.  Shel- 
ford  on  Mortmain,  2.  By  the  statute  of  43  Eliz.,  ch.  4,  known  as  the 
Statute  of  Charitable  Uses,  lands  may  be  devised  to  a  corporation  for  a 
charitable  use,  and  the  court  of  chancery  will  support  and  enforce  such 
devises.  Whether  a  court  of  equity  has  power  to  execute  and  enforce 
such  trusts,  as  charities,  independent  of  any  statute,  is  a  question  which 
has  been  much  discussed,  and  very  high  authorities  can  be  quoted  both 
in  favor  and  against  the  exercise  of  such  a  power.  We  think  the  latter 
and  better  opibion  to  be  in  favor  of  an  original  and  necessary  jurisdiction 
in  courts  of  equity  as  to  devises  in  trust  for  charitable  purposes,  when 
the  general  object  is  suflSciently  certain,  and  not  contrary  to  any  positive 
rule  of  law.  It  is  unnecessary  however  to  decide  this  question,  for  in 
this  state  we  have  no  statutes  of  mortmain  ;  no  exception  in  our  Stat- 
ute of  Wills  prohibiting  corporations  from  taking  by  devise ;  aliens, 
resident  in  this  state  or  in  any  of  the  United  States,  may  purchase, 
bold,  inherit,  or  transmit  real  estate,  in  as  full  and  ample  a  manner  as 
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native  born  citizens ;  their  wives  are  entitled  to  dower ;  their  children 
and  other  lineal  descendants  may  inherit ;  and  we  have  besides  a  stat- 
ute, passed  in  our  colonial  days  in  1702,  in  effect  reenacting  the  statute 
of  43  Elizabeth,  and  containing  indeed  more  liberal  and  comprehensive 
provisions,  to  sustain  devises  of  this  description  than  are  contained  in 
the  43  Elizabeth.  That  act  provides,  that  "  all  lands,  tenements,  or 
other  estates,  that  have  been  or  shall  be  given  or  granted  by  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly,  or  any  town  or  particular  person,  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  ministry  of  the  gospel,  or  of  schools  of  learning,  or  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor,  or  for  any  other  public  and  charitable  use,  shall  forever 
remain  to  the  uses  to  which  they  have  been  or  shall  be  given  or  granted, 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  grantor,  and  to  no 
other  use  whatever." 

We  therefore  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  American  Tract  Society 
can  take  by  devise  in  this  state.  As  to  the  other  objection,  that  hav- 
ing an  income  greater  in  amount  than  is  allowed  by  its  charter  it  has 
exhausted  its  power  to  take,  it  suffices  to  say  that  no  such  fact  is 
found  by  the  very  competent  committee  whose  report  is  on  the  record. 


BEADBUEY  v.  BOSTON  CANOE  CLUB. 

1891 .    153  Massachusetts,  77. 

Holmes,  J.  This  is  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  for  one 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  and  interest,  given  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  for  money  lent  to  it-  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  used  in  building  a 
club-house.  There  is  a  second  count  for  money  lent.  At  a  meeting, 
duly  called,  the  corporation  passed  a  vote  authorizing  its  treasurer  to 
borrow  money  in  terms  sufficiently  broad  to  cover  the  loan  in  question. 
The  suggestion  that  no  sufficient  notice  of  the  business  to  be  transacted 
was  given,  does  not  seem  to  us  fairly  open  on  the  agreed  facts.  More- 
over, it  would  be  impossible  to  argue  that  the  defendant  had  not  recog- 
nized and  ratified  the  act  of  its  treasurer  in  borrowing  from  the  plaintiff. 
The  money  was  received  by  the  corporation,  and  was  used  by  it  for 
the  purpose  mentioned.  The  only  question  for  us  is,  whether  the  cor- 
poration acted  illegally  in  borrowing  money  for  the  purpose  of  erect- 
ing a  club-house  upon  land  of  which  it  held  a  lease. 

The  defendant  is  a  corporation  formed  under  the  Pub.  Sts.  c.  115, 
§  2,  for  encouraging  athletic  exercises.  By  §  7  it  "  may  hold  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  may  hire,  purchase,  or  erect  suitable  buildings  for 
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its  accommodation,  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  five  hundred  thousand 
dollars,"  etc.  We  are  of  opinion  that  under  these  words  the  defendant 
had  power  to  take  a  lease  of  land  and  to  erect  a  suitable  club-house 
upon  it.  Having  this  power,  it  was  entitled  to  raise  money  for  the  pur- 
pose. No  argument  is  needed  to  show  that  the  power  at  the  end  of  §  7, 
to  receive  and  hold  in  trust  funds  received  by  gift  or  bequest,  does  not 
confine  the  corporations  to  that  mode  of  raising  it.  Borrowing  money 
is  a  usual  and  proper  means  of  accomplishing  what  the  statute  ex- 
pressly permits.  See  Fay  v.  Noble,  12  Gush.  1, 18 ;  Morville  v.  Ameri- 
can Tract  Society,  123  Mass.  129,  136 ;  Davis  v.  Old  Colony  Railroad, 
131  Mass.  258,  271,  275.  As  this  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  giving  the 
plaintiff  judgment,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  there  are  not 
others.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

C.  J.  Mclntire  &  F.  Hunt,  for  the  plaintiff. 

G.  H.  Sprague,  for  the  defendant. 


'"^^^W^ 


Cii)  In  whom  the  Powers  are  vested, 

jh 
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1886.    91  Missouri,  367,  pp.  375,  376. 

Black,  J.  ...  It  is  further  insisted  that  the  board  of  directors  had 
no  power  to  make  the  assignment  without  the  consent  of  the  stock- 
holders. A  corporation  may,  like  an  individual,  make  an  assignment 
under  the  statute  of  this  state  relating  to  voluntary  assignments. 
Shookley  v.  Fisher,  75  Mo.  498.  By  whom,  then,  is  the  power  to  be 
exercised  ?  By  the  directors,  the  stockholders,  or  by  both  ?  Where 
the  powers  of  a  corporation  are  vested  in  a  board  of  directors,  they 
may,  unless  restricted,  do  whatever  the  corporation  might.  Field  on 
Corp.,  sees.  146  and  152.  Now,  while,  by  express  statute,  a  vote  of 
the  stockholders  of  these  corporations  is  essential  to  enable  them  to 
increase  or  diminish  the  stock,  to  change  the  business,  to  issue  pre- 
ferred stock,  and  to  convert  bonds  into  stocks,  still,  in  general,  article 
8,  of  chapter  21,  Revised  Statutes,  contemplates  that  the  business  wUl 
be  conducted  by  a  board  of  directors.  Section  930,  among  other  things, 
provides  that  "the  property  or  business  of  the  corporation  shall  be 
conducted  and  managed  by  directors."  Certain  it  is  there  is  nothing 
in  the  statute  under  which  this  corporation  was  created,  and  by  which 
it  is  governed,  or  in  its  articles  of  association,  or  bylaws,  which  limits 
or  restricts  the  powers  of  the  directors  in  the  disposition  of  the  pro- 
perty.   The  corporation  then  has  the  power  to  make  an  assignment, 
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and  that  power  being  vested  in  the  directors  without  restriction,  it 
must  follow  that  they,  and  they  alone,  are  authorized  to  make  it.  It 
is  the  duty  of  the  directors  to  care  for  the  creditors,  and  when  the 
corporation  becomes  crippled  and  unable  to  meet  its  obligations  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  it  is  competent  for  the  directors  to  make  an 
assignment,  and  this  they  may  do  without  the  consent  of  the  stock- 
holders. This  conclusion  has  the  support  of  adjudications  of  this  and 
other  courts.  Chsw  r.  Ellingwood,  86  Mo.  260 ;  Dana  r.  The  Bank 
of  the  United  States,  5  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  223  ;  DeCamp  v.  Alward,  52  Ind. 
473.  The  directors  may,  with  propriety,  consult  with  the  stockhold- 
ers, but  under  the  circumstances  just  stated,  and  in  the  exercise  of 
their  best  judgment,  they  may  make  the  assignment  even  against  the 
expressed  will  of  the  stockholders.  Of  the  cases  relied  upon  by  the 
appellants,  that  of  Abbott  v.  American  Hard  Rvhher  Co.,  33  Barb.  580, 
was  not  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  There  the  trus- 
tees attempted,  through  the  form  of  a  sale,  to  secure  to  themselves 
the  property  of  the  corporation  at  the  expense  of  the  other  stockhold- 
ers. The  sale  was  voidable,  as'  to  the  stockholders  not  consenting, 
though  a  majority  agreed  to  the  transaction. 


CHICAGO  CITY  RAILWAY  COMPANY  v.  ALLEETON. 

1873.    18  Wallace  (U.  8.),  233. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  northern  district  of  lUi- 
nois  ;  the  case  being  thus  : 

The  Chicago  City  Eailway  Company  was  a  corporation  owning  a 
street  railroad  in  Chicago.  The  directors  of  the  company,  without 
consulting  the  stockholders  or  calling  a  meeting  of  them,  resolved  to 
increase  the  capital  stock  of  the  company  from  $1,250,000  to  $1,500,- 
000.  To  this  one  AUerton,  who  was  a  stockholder,  objected,  and  filed 
a  bill  praying  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  the  increase.  His  position 
was  that  it  could  not  be  lawfully  made  without  the  concurrence  of  the 
stockholders,  and  in  support  of  this  view  he  relied  upon  the  constitu- 
tion of  Illinois,  adopted  in  July,  1870,  by  the  thirteenth  section  of  the 
eleventh  article  of  which  it  is  declared  as  follows  :  — 

"  No  railroad  corporation  shall  issue  any  stock  or  bonds,  except  for  money, 
labor,  or  property  actually  received  and  applied  to  the  purposes  for  which 
such  corporation  was  created,  and  all  stock-dividends,  and  other  fictitious  in- 
crease of  the  capital  stock,  or  indebtedness  of  any  such  corporation,  shall  be 
void.  The  capital  stock  of  no  railroad  corporation  shall  be  increased  for  any 
purpose,  except  upon  giving  sixty  days'  public  notice  in  such  manner  as  may 
be  provided  by  law." 

He  also  relied  on  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Illinois,  passed  March 
26th,  1872,  to  execute  and  carry  out  the  above  provision  of  the  consti- 
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tution,  by  which,  amongst  other  things,  it  was  enacted  that  no  corpo- 
ration should  change  its  name  or  place  of  business,  increase  or  de- 
crease its  capital  stock,  or  the  number  of  its  directors,  or  consolidate 
with  other  corporations,  without  a  vote  of  two-thirds  of  the  stock  at 
a  stockholders'  meeting. 

The  railway  company,  in  its  answer,  relied  upon  its  charter,  granted 
February  14th,  1859,  the  third  and  fourth  sections  of  which  were  as 
follows : 

"  Section  3.  The  capital  stock  of  said  corporation  shall  be  one  hundred 
thousand  dollars,  and  may  be  increased  from  time  to  time,  at  the  pleasure  of 
said  corporation. 

"  Section  4.  All  the  corporate  powers  of  said  corporation  shall  be  vested 
in  and  exercised  by  a  board  of  directors,  and  such  officers  and  agents  as  said 
board  shall  appoint." 

The  position  of  the  company  was  that  the  third  section  conferred  an 
unrestricted  right  to  increase  the  capital  stock  at  will,  and  that  the 
fourth  vested  this  power  in  the  board  of  directors,  and  that  the  con- 
stitutional provision  and  act  above  referredto,  if  applied  to  this  cor- 
poration, would  impair  the  validity  of  the  contract.  It  was  further 
set  up,  however,  that  the  said  provision  did  not  apply  to  railways 
worked  by  horse-power.  The  court  decreed  in  favor  of  the  complain- 
ant and  the  company  tools  the  present  appeal. 

Mr.  Charles  Hitohoook,  for  the  appellant ;  Mr.  D.  A.  Storrs,  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  Bkadlex  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Without  attempting  to  decide  the  constitutional  question,  or  to  give 
a  construction  to  the  act  of  the  legislature,  we  are  satisfied  that  the 
decree  must  be  affirmed  on  the  broad  ground  that  a  change  so  organic 
and  fundamental  as  that  of  increasing  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporar 
tion  beyond  the  limit  fixed  by  the  charter  cannot  be  made  by  the  di- 
rectors alone,  unless  expressly  authorized  thereto.  The  general  power 
to  perform  all  corporate  acts  refers  to  the  ordinary  business  transac- 
tions of  the  corporation,  and  does  not  extend  to  a  reconstruction  of 
the  body  itself,  or  to  an  enlargement  of  its  capital  stock.  A  corpora- 
tion, like  a  partnership,  is  an  association  of  natural  persons  who  con- 
tribute a  joint  capital  for  a  common  purpose,  and  although  the  shares 
may  be  assigned  to  new  individuals  in  perpetual  succession,  yet  the 
number  of  shares  and  amount  of  capital  cannot  be  increased,  except 
in  the  manner  expressly  authorized  by  the  charter  or  articles  of  asso- 
ciation. 

Authority  to  increase  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  may  un- 
doubtedly be  conferred  by  a  law  passed  subsequent  to  the  charter ; 
but  such  a  law  should  regularly  be  accepted  by  the  stockholders. 
Such  assent  might  be  inferi?ed  by  subsequent  acquiescence;  but  in 
some  form  or  other  it  must  be  given  to  render  the  increase  valid  and 
binding  on  them.  Changes  in  the  purpose  and  object  of  an  associa- 
tion, or  in  the  extent  of  its  constituency  or  membership,  involving  the 
amount  of  its  capital  stock,  are  necessarily  fundamental  in  their  char- 
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acter,  and  cannot,  on  general  principles,  be  made  without  the  express 
or  implied  consent  of  the  members.     The  reason  is  obvious. 

First,  as  it  respects  the  purpose  and  object.  This  may  be  said  to 
be  the  final  cause  of  the  association,  for  the  sake  of  which  it  was 
brought  into  existence.  To  change  this  without  the  consent  of  the 
associates,  would  be  to  commit  them  to  an  enterprise  which  they  never 
embraced,  and  would  be  manifestly  unjust. 

Secondly,  as  it  respects  the  constituency,  or  capital  and  member- 
ship. This  is  the  next  most  important  and  fundamental  point  in  the 
constitution  of  a  body  corporate.  To  change  it  without  the  consent 
of  the  stockholders,  would  be  to  make  them  members  of  an  association 
in  which  they  never  consented  to  become  such.  It  would  change  the 
relative  influence,  control,  and  profit  of  each  member.  If  the  directors 
alone  could  do  it,  they  could  always  perpetuate  their  own  power. 
Their  agency  does  not  extend  to  such  an  act  unless  so  expressed  in 
the  charter,  or  subsequent  enabling  act ;  and  such  subsequent  act,  as 
before  said,  would  not  bind  the  stockholders  without  their  acceptance 
of  it,  or  assent  to  it  in  some  form.  Even  when  the  additional  stock  is 
distributed  to  each  stockholder  pro  rata,  it  would  often  work  injustice, 
because  many  of  the  stockholders  might  be  unable  to  take  their  re- 
spective shares,  and  might  thus  lose  their  relative  interest  and  influ- 
ence in  the  corporate  concern. 

These  conclusions  flow  naturally  from  the  character  of  such  asso- 
ciations. Of  course,  the  associates  themselves  may  adopt  or  assent  to 
a  different  rule.  If  the  charter  provides  that  the  capital  stock  may 
be  increased,  or  that  a  new  business  may  be  adopted  by  the  corpora- 
tion, this  is  undoubtedly  an  authority  for  the  corporation  (that  is,  the 
stockholders)  to  make  such  a  change  by  a  stockholders'  vote,  in  the 
regular  way.  Perhaps  a  subsequent  ratification  or  assent  to  a  change 
already  made,  would  be  equally  effective.  It  is  unnecessary  to  decide 
that  point  at  this  time.  But  if  it  is  desired  to  confer  such  a  power  on 
the  directors,  so  as  to  make  their  acts  binding  and  final,  it  should  be 
expressly  conferred. 

Where  the  stock  expressly  allowed  by  a  charter  has  not  been  all 
subscribed,  the  power  of  the  directors  to  receive  subscriptions  for  the 
balance  may  stand  on  a  different  footing.  Such  an  act  might,  perhaps, 
be  considered  as  merely  getting  in  the  capital  already  provided  for  the  i 
operations  and  necessities  of  the  company,  and,  therefore,  as  belonging  J 
to  the  orderly  and  proper  administration  of  the  company's  affairs.  / 
Even  in  such  case,  however,  prudent  and  fair  directors  would  prefer 
to  have  the  sanction  of  the  stockholders  to  their  acts.   But  that  is  not 
the  present  ease,  and  need  not  be  further  considered. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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CHAPTEE  III. 
WHAT  ACTS  ARE  CORPORATE  ACTS.  . 


'Y^<^ 


/u 


(a)  Acts  which  the  Corporation  is  authorized  to  do.    '^ 
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1867.    33  California,  11.1 

Action  for  false  representation.  The  defendants  were  stockholders 
in  a  California  corporation,  The  Kawhide  Eanch  Gold  and  Silver 
Mining  Company.  Plaintiffs  averred  that  they  were  induced  to  pur- 
chase, on  October  2, 1865,  the  company's  mine ;  and  that  this  purchase 
was  induced  by  the  false  representations  of  defendants  as  to  the  terms 
of  a  trust  deed  which  had  been  executed  by  the  corporation  to  Barney, 
June  5, 1865,  and  under  which  other  parties  had  a  better  title  than 
plaintiffs  acquired  by  their  subsequent  purchase  in  October. 

On  April  29, 1865,  at  a  stockholders'  meeting,  at" which  aU  the  stock- 
holders were  present,  a  resolution  was  unanimously  adopted  autljoriz- 
ing  Turner,  Willis,  and  Hodges,  Trustees  of  the  c6rporiitiOIl,  for  and 
on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  to  sell  and  convey  the  mine  to  Barney. 
In  pursuance  of  said  resolution,  and  without  any  other  authdtity 
shown,  a  conveyance  was  executed  to  Barney,  on  June  6,  by  said 
Trustees,  purporting  to  be  the  deed  of  the  corporation.  The  deed  was 
signed  by  the  Trustees,  for jandLfla..behalf  of  the  corporation;  the 
Trustees  affixing  their  own  seals,  "  tEe~saitt  "Corporation  having  no 
seal." 

On  the  trial,  after  proving  the  adoption  of  the  resolution,  plaintiffs 
offered  in  evidence  the  said  deed  of  June  5,  which  was  excluded  by 
the  court.  To  this  exclusion,  the  plaintiffs  excepted,  and  the  case 
came  up  on  appeal. 

-ff.  P.  Barber,  and  James  H.  Hardy,  for  Appellants. 

John  B.  Hall,  and  Caleb  Dorsey,  for  Bespondents. 

Sawybk,  J.  .  .  . 

Under  the  view  we  take,  it  will  only  be  necessary  to  consider  the 
1  Statement  abridged.    Argument  and  parts  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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first  ground  of  the  objection,  and  the  question  is,  does  the  instrument 
in  question  appear  to  be  the  act  or  deed  of  the  corporation  ? 

We  are  not  aware  of  anything  in  the  law,  independent  of  any 
authority  expressly  conferred  by  the  corporation,  which  authorizes 
Turner,  Willis  and  Hodges,  in  their  official  character  as  Trustees,  to 
execute  the  instrument  in  question  on  behalf  of  the  corporation.  No 
law  of  the  kind  has  been  called  to  our  attention,  and  we  do  not  under- 
stand that  any  is  claimed  by  appellants'  counsel  to  exist.  And  there 
is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  those  offices,  as  connected  with  the  ob- 
ject and  business  of  the  company,  from  which  a  general  power  in  the 
Trustees,  when  not  acting  as  a  Board,  to  sell  and  convey  the  mine, 
mill  and  other  property  of  the  company,  could  be  implied.  (McCuU 
lough  v.  Moss,  5  Den.  575.)  The  parties  executing  the  instrument, 
then,  if  they  had  any  authority  in  the  premises,  must  have  derived  it 
from  some  corporate  act ;  and  the.  only  act  proved  or  relied  on  is  the 
resolution  adopted  at  the  stockholders'  meeting  before  mentioned. 
This  was  a  meeting  of  the  stockholders  only.  It  was  called  as  such, 
and  the  proceedings  all  appear  to  have  been  conducted  as  a  stock- 
holders' meeting.  The  resolution  authorizing  the  sale  and  convey- 
ance of  the  mine,  etc.,  in  question,  was  adopted  by  the  stockholders, 
as  such,  at  said  meeting,  and  not  by  the  Board  of  Trustees,  or  at  any 
meeting  of  said  Board.  The  Board  of  Trustees  do  not  appear  to  have 
ever  acted  at  all  upon  the  matter  in  the  character  of  a  Board,  but  the 
testimony  shows  that  they  acted  in  pursuance  of  the  said  resolution 
adopted  at  the  meeting  of  stockholders. 

Section  five  of  the  Act  authorizing  the  formation  of  corporations 
for  mining  purposes  provides  :  "  That  the  corporate  powers  of  the 
corporation  shall  be  exercised  by  a  Board  of  not  less  than  three  Trus- 
tees, who  shall  be  stockholders,"  etc.  And  section  seven  provides 
that:  "A  majority  of  the  whole  number  of  Trustees  shall  form  a 
Board  for  the  transaction  of  business,  and/§very  decision  of  a  ma- 
jority of  the^rsons  duly  assembled  as  a  Board  shall  be  valid  as  a 
corporate  act^  (Laws  1853,  p.  88,  Sec.  5;  7  Hittell's  Gen.  Laws, 
Arts.  936,  9S§!)  ,  Conferring  authority  to  sell  and  convey  the  corpo- 
rate property  is  the  exercise  of  a  corporate  power,  and  under  these 
provisions  the  "  corporate  powers-Qf  t£e^  corporation "  are  to  be 
exercised  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  when  the  majority  are  "duly 
^assembled  as  a  Board."  When  thus  assembled  and  acting  the  decision 
of  the  majority  "  sliail  be  valid  as  a  corporate  act."  ^We  find  nothing 
in  the  Act  authorizing  the  stockholders,  either  individually  or  collec- 
tively in  a  stockholders'  meeting,  to  perform  corporate  acts  of  the 
character  in  questicmT}  The  property  in  qu^ion  was  the  property  of 
the  artificial  being  created  by  the  statute,  ^le  whole  title  was  in  the 
corporation.  The  stockholders  were  not  in  their  individual  capacities 
owners  of  the  progerty  as  tenants  in  common,  joint  tenants,  copart- 
ners or  otherwis^  {Gorham  v.   Gilson,  28  Cal.  484  j  Mickles  v. 


142  GASHWILEK  1).  WILUS. 

Rochester  City  Bank,  11  Paige,  128.)  This  proposition  is  so  plain 
that  no  citation  of  authorities  is  needed.  f^Sidi  the  stockholders  all 
executed  a  deed  to  the  property,  they  could  have  conveyed  no  title, 
for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  in  them  (  Wheelook  v.  Moulton  et  al.,  15 
Vt.  521) ;  and  what  they  could  not  do  themselves  they  could  not  by 
resolution  or  otherwise  authorize  another  to  do  for  thern^  ^he  cor- 
poration could  only  act  —  could  only  speak  —  through  the  medium 
prescribed  by  law,  and  that  is  its  Board  of  Trustees!  As  well  might 
the  citizens  of  San  Francisco  in  public  meeting  assembled,  by  unani- 
mous resolution  authorize  certain  Supervisors,  designated  by  name,  to 
sell  and  convey  the  City  Hall.  Lit  is  said,  however,  that  the  Trustees 
were  also  all  present  and  participated  in  the  proceedings  at  the  stock- 
holders' meeting  and  assented  to  the  resolution ;  that  the  resolution 
therefore  was  approved  by  all  of  the  constituents  of  the  corporation, 
and  the  powers  of  the  corporation  were  exhaustively  exerciseJ^  But 
they  were  acting  in  their  individual  characters  as  stockholders,  and 
not  as  a  Board  of  Trustees.  In'this  character  they  were  not  author- 
ized to  perform  a  corporate  act  of  the  kind  in  question.  \^  well, 
also,  might  a  valid  ordinance  be  passed  by  the  citizens  of  San  Fran- 
cisco in  public  meeting  assembled,  at  which  the  Supervisors  were  all 
present  and  voted  in  the  affirmativer\  Such  an  ordinance,  when  signed 
by  the  Mayor,  would  have  the  assent  of  all  the  constituents  of  the 
corporation  as  clearly  as  the  resolution  in  question  has  in  the  present 
instance.  But  such  is  not  the  mode  in  which  the  corporation  is 
authorized  by  the  law  of  its  creation  to  manifest  its  will  and  exercise 
its  corporate  powers.  The  power  to  sell  and  convey  could  only  be 
conferred  by  the  Trustees  when  assembled  and  acting  as  a  Board. 
This  is  the  mode  prescribed.  As  a  Board  they  could  perform  valid 
corporate  acts,  and  confer  authority  within  the  province  of  their 
powers,  upon  the  Trustees  individually  or  upon  any  other  parties  to 
perform  acts  as  the  agents  of  the  corporation.  We  are  not  without 
authorities  upon  this  precise  point. 

In  Conro  v.  Port  Henry  Iron  Company,  12  "Barb.  27,  the  same  ques- 
tion arose.  A  lease  of  the  company's  iron  works  was  made  in  pursu- 
ance of  a  resolution  adopted  at  a  meeting  of  the  stoctholders  at  which 
the  Directors  were  present.  It  was  held  that  the  resolution  imparted 
no  authority  to  make  the  lease.  The  Court  say  :  "  The  stockholders 
in  this  case  had  no  power  to  make  a  ],ease  or  do  any  other  adminis- 
trative act  in  the  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  corporation.  If  a 
lease  could  be  made  at  all,  it  could  be  executed  only  in  pursuance  of 
the  act  of  the  Directors,  who  are  the  body  appointed  by  the  charter 
for  the  management  of  its  affairs.  It  is  no  answer  that  the  individual 
stockholders,  who  were  present  at  the  meeting  when  the  lease  was 
ordered,  were  also  Directors.  They  did  not  meet  as  Directors,  but  as 
stockholders.  The  Mayor  and  Common  Council  of  a  municipal  cor- 
poration can  only  act  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law.  When  not 
acting  in  their  official  character  and  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law, 
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their  acts  are  no  more  binding  than  those  of  other  private  citizens. 
(See,  per  Lord  Mansfield,  Bex  v.  IIead,.4.  Burr.  2,516,  2,621.) "  (lb. 
63.) 

[After  commenting  on  various  cases.]  These  cases  are  in  point, 
and  none  to  the  contrary  have  been  called  to  our  attention.  They  are 
the  necessary  consequence  of  the  principles  established  by  the  great 
body  of  the  authorities^hat  the  corporate  powers  of  corporations  can 
only  be  exercised  in  the  mode  and  through  the  instrumentalities  pre- 
scribed by"their  charters^\  In  this  case,  the  resolution  adopted  by  the 
stockholders  was  not^  corporate  act,  and^  conferred  on  the  three 
Trustees  named  —  whether  they  constituted  the  whole  number  of 
Trustees  does  not  appear  —  no  authority  to  perform  a  corporate  act, 
to  execute  the  deed,  or  adopt  a  seal  for  the  occasion^  It  not  only 
does  not  appear,  then,  that  the  instrument  in  question  is  the  act  or 
deed  of  the  corporation,  but  it  affirmatively  appears  that  it  was  ex- 
ecuted in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  that  conferred  no  authority 
whatever  to  perform  a  corporate  act;  for  the  plaintiffs  themselves 
introduced  in  evidence  the  authority  under  which  they  claimed  the 
act  to  have  been  performed,  and  upon  which  they  relied.  Having 
done  this,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  indulge  the  presumption  that  the 
parties  executing  the  deed  on  behalf  of  the  corporation  were  other- 
wise duly  authorized.  The  authority  acted  upon  is  affirmatively 
shown,  and  this  fails.  We  think  the  deed  properly  excluded.  But 
even  if  it  had  been  admitted  without  further  proof  of  the  authority  of 
the  parties  to  execute  it,  it  would  not  have  availed  the  plaintiffs.  As 
there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  authority  in  the  parties  assum- 
ing to  act,  to  sell  or  convey  at  all,  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  the 
other  questions. 

•Judgment  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Rhodes  did  not  express  an  opinion. 

By  the  Court,  Sawyer,  J.,  on  petition  for  rehearing  : 

'The  consequences  assumed  as  the  only  basis  of  the  argument  in  the 
petition  for  rehearing  do  not  follow  from  anything  determined  or  in 
any  way  suggested  in  the  opinion  in  this  case.  We  have  nowhere 
held,  or  even  intimated,  that  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  a  corporation 
can  convey  all  the  property  of  the  corporation  necessary  to  enable  it 
to  carry  on  the  business  for  which  it  was  organized,  or  do  anything 
else  destructive  of  the  objects  of  its  creation  without  the  consent  of 
Its  stockholders.  We  have  not  even  held  that  it  was  competent  for 
the  Trustees,  acting  as  a  Board,  to  authorize  the  conveyance  of  the 
property  now  in  question  without  the  consent  of  the  stockholders. 
There  was  no  such  question  in  the  case.  jWe  simply  held  that  the 
stockholders  themselves  could  not  authorizethe  Trustees,  acting  as 
individual  Trustees,  or  anybody  else,  to  convey  it — that  nobody 
could  convey  it  unless  authorized  by  some  act  of  the  Board  of  Trus- 
tees, acting  as  a  BoardT^gt  may  be  conceded  for  the  purposes  of  this 
case  that  the  Board  of  Trustees  itself  could  not  authorize  a  convey- 
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ance  of  the  property  in  question  without  the  consent  of  the  stock- 
holders. But  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  that  question,  for  the 
case  does  not  present  or  even  suggest  it.  It  will  be  time  enough  to 
decide  that  question  when  it  arises.] 
Behearing  denied. 


.^ 
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1883.    103  Pa.  State,  134.1 

Ebkok  to  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  2,  of  Philadelphia  County 

Quo  warranto  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  ex  relatione 
John  P.  Verree  et  als.,  against  Bringhurst  et  als.  to  determine  the  right 
of  the  defendants  to  hold  the  ofi&ce  of  directors  of  the  Philadelphia 
Iron  and  Steel  Company,  a  corporation  chartered  by  special  Act  of 
April  12,  1867  (P.  L.  1211). 

The  suggestion  of  the  relators  set  forth,  in  substance,  that  at  the 
annual  meeting  certain  votes  by  proxy  were  received  by  the  inspectors 
of  election  under  protest ;  that  the  inspectors  refused  to  count  any 
of  the  votes  thus  given  by  proxy ;  that  the  defendants,  who  had  re- 
ceived a  majority  of  the  votes  given  by  stockholders  in  person,  were  de- 
clared elected  directors ;  whereas  if  the  votes  given  by  proxy  had  been 
counted  together  with  the  votes  given  in  person  the  relators  were 
elected. 

Defendants  demurred. 

The  court  below  sustained  the  demurrer  and  entered  judgment  for 
defendants. 

H.  C.  Dale  and  Sam.uel  Dickson,  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  The  rule  of 
the  common  law,  established  when  municipal,  religious,  and  charitable 
corporations  were  alone  known,  has  no  application  to  trading  or  monied 
corporations  where  the  relation  of  the  members  is  not  personal.  In  J;he 
former,  the  units  are  persons,  in  the  latter  the  units  are  shares.  State 
V.  Tudor,  5  Day,  329.  The  case  of  Taylor  v.  Griswold  (2  Green, 
N.  J.  223)  manifests  a  narrow  adherence  to  common-law  doctrines, 
and  the  other  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  are  not  authorities.  Philips 
v.  Wiekham  (1  Paige,  690,  598)  was  the  case  of  a  quasi  municipal 
corporation.  Brown  v.  Commonwealth  (3  Grant,  209)  was  decided  on 
an  express  limitation  in  the  charter,  and  Craig  v.  Church  (7  Norris,  42) 
was  the  case  of  a  religious  society.  An  examination  of  the  general 
legislation  of  this  State  shows  that  the  legislature  regarded  the  right 
of  shareholders  to  vote  by  proxy  as  an  inherent  right  without  special 
enactment  [citing  various  Acts].  In  all  business  transactions  what  one 
does  by  another  he  does  himself,  and  what  he  can  do  himself  he  can  do 
by  another.  Story  on  Agency,  §  3.  If  a  vote  cannot  be  given  by 
proxy,  the  Guarantee  Trust  Company,  which  is  the  largest  holder  of 
1  Statement  abridged.    Part  of  argument  omitted.  —Ed. 
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this  stock,  is  disfranchised,  for  a  corporation  can  only  act  through  an 
agent. 

George  B.  Van  Dmen  and  W.  Meyward  Drayton,  for  defendants 
in  error. 

[Argument  omitted.] 

Meecdr,  C.  J.  The  relators  are  stockholders  of  the  Philadelphia 
Iron  and  Steel  Company.  It  was  incorporated  by  special  Act  of  12th  of 
April,  1867. 

The  contention  is,  whether  the  stockholders  may  vote  by  proxy,  in 
the  annual  election  of  oflScers  of  the  corporation  ? 

Section  2  of  the  Act  declares  "  the  affairs  of  said  company  shall  be 
managed  by  a  board  of  five  directors,  one  of  whom  shall  be  the  presi- 
dent, who  shall  be  chosen  by  the  stockholders.  JAll  elections  shall  be 
by  ballot,  and  every  share  of  stock  upon  which  the  required  instalments 
have  been  paid,  shall  entitle  the  holder  thereof  to  one  vote!^  Section  3, 
inter  alia,  authorizes  the  corporation  to  "  make  all  needJuT  rules,  regu- 
lations, and  by-laws  for  the  well  ordering  and  proper  conduct  of  the 
business  and  affairs  of  tlie  corporation.  Provided  the  same  in  no  wise 
conflict  with  the  constitution  and  laws  of  this  State  or  of  the  United 
States." 

The  charter  in  no  wise  refers  to  voting  by  proxy.  No  by-law  has 
been  adopted  authorizing  the  stockliolders  to  so  vote. 

In  the  absence  of  any  express  authoritj-  in  the  charter,  and  without 
any  by-law  authorizing  it,  the  question  is  whether  the  stockholders 
may  vote  by  proxy.  In  other  words,  is  it  a  power  necessarily  incident 
to  the  corporate  rights  of  the  stockholders? 

A  corporation  is  the  mere  creature  of  the  law.  It  cannot  exercise 
any  power  or  authority  other  than  those  expressly  giv«n  b^-  its  charter, 
or  those  necessarilj  incident  to  the  power  and  authority  thus  granted, 
and  therefore,  in  estimation  of  law,  part  of  the  same.  Wolfy.  Gfoddard, 
9  Watts,  550 ;  Diligent  Fire  Co.  v.  Commonwealth,  25  P.  F.  Smith> 
291. 

The  right  of  voting  at  an  election  of  an  incorporated  company  by 
proxy  is  not  a  general  right.  The  party  who  claims  it  must  show  a 
special  authority  for  that  purpose.  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations, 
§  128  ;  Philips  v.  Wickham,  1  Paige's  Cases  in  Chancery,  590.  In  this 
case,  Chancellor  Walwokth  saj-s,  the  only  case  in  which  it  is  allowable 
at  the  common  law  is  bj'  the  peers  of  England,  and  that  is  said  to  be  in 
virtue  of  a  special  permission  of  the  King.  He  adds :  "  It  is  possible 
that  it  might  be  delegated  in  some  cases  by  b^'-laws  of  a  corporation, 
where  express  authority  was  given  to  make  such  by-laws,  regulating  the 
manner  of  voting."  In  the  People  v.  Twaddell,  18  Hun,  427,  it  was 
held,  a  stockholder  cannot  so  vote  unless  expressly  autliorized  by  the 
charter  or  by-laws.  Taylor  v.  Griswold,  2  Green  (N.  J.)  222,  holds 
that  a  right  of  voting  bj-  proxy  is  not  essential  to  the  attainment  and 
design  of  a  charter,  and  even  a  general  clause  therein  authorizing  the 
company  to  make  by-laws  for  its  government  was  insuflBcient  of  itself 
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to  give  that  right.  In  State  v.  Tador,  5  Day  (Conn.),  329,  there  was 
no  clause  in  the  charter  authorizing  the  stockholders  to  vote  by  proxy ; 
yet  the  company  made  a  by-law  authorizing  them  to  so  vote.  The 
validity  of  this  by-law  was  sustained  by  a  majority  of  the  court.  So  in 
People  V,  Crosslei/,  69  111.  195,  effect  was  given  to  a  bj'-law  of  the  cor- 
poration, authorizing  voting  by  proxy,  the  by-law  not  being  in  conflict 
with  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  State . 

That  a  right  to  vote  by  proxy  is  not  a  common-law  right,  and  there- 
fore not  necessarily  incident  to  the  shareholders  in  a  corporation,  ap- 
pears to  have  been  recognized  in  Brown  v.  Commonwealth,  3  Grant, 
202^nd  in  Craig  v.  First  Presbyterian  Church,  7  Norris,  42. 
I  The  selection  of  officers  to  manage  the  affairs  of  this  corporation  re- 
quires the  exercise  of  judgment  and  discretion.  They  must  be  elected 
by  ballot.  The  fact  that  it  is  a  business  corporation  in  no  wise  dis- 
penses with  the  obligation  of  all  the  members  to  assemble  together, 
unless  otherwise  provided,  for  the  exercise  of  a  right  to  participate  in 
the  election  of  their  officers.  Although  it  be  designated  as  a  private 
corporation,  yet  it  acquired  its  rights  from  legislativepower,  and  it  must 
transact  its  business  in  subordination  to  that  pow^erj  As  then  the  re- 
lators cannot  point  to  any  language  in  the  charter  expressly  giving  a 
right  to  vote  by  proxy,  and  it  is  not  authorized  by  any  by-law,  they 
have  no  foundation  on  which  to  rest  their  claim.  Judgment  was  cor- 
rectly entered  for  the  defendants  on  the  demurrer. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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20  Car.  2.    1  Modern,  18. 

Tkespass  for  taking  away  a  ship.  The  defendant  justifies  as  servant 
under  the  patent  whereby  The  Canary  Company,  is  incorporated,  and 
whereby  it  is  granted,  "  That  none  but  such  and  such  should  trade 
thither,  on  pain  of  forfeiting  their  ships  and  goods,  etc.,"  and  says,  that 
the  defendant  did  trade  thither,  etc.     The  defendant  demurs. 

Pollexfen  for  the  plaintiff  contended,  that  the  defendant  ought  to 
have  shewn  the  deed  whereby  he  was  authorized  by  the  Company  to 
seize  the  goods ;  ^  though  he  agreed,  that  for  ordinary  employments 
and  services  a  corporation  may  appoint  a  servant  without  deed,  as  a 
cook,  a  butler,  etc.''  A  corporation  cannot  license  a  stranger  to  fell 
trees  without  deed.'  Nor  can  they  make  a  disseisor  without  deed, 
nor  deliver  a  letter  of  attorney  without  deed.*    Secondly,  The  plea  is 

»  26  Hen  6.  pi.  8.    14  Edw.  4.  pi.  8.    Bro.  "Corporation,"  69. 
2  Plowd.  95. 
a  12  Hen.  4.  pi.  17. 

•  9  Edw.  4.  pi.  59.  Bro.  "Corporation,"  24.  34.  14  Hen.  7.  pi.  1.  7  Hen.  7.  pi.  9. 
1  Soil.  Abr. 
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double;  for  the  defendant  alleges  two  causes  of  a  breach  of  their 
charter,  viz.  their  taking  in  wines  at  the  Canaries,  and  importing  them 
here ;  which  is  double.  Then  there  is  a  clause  that  gives  the  forfeiture 
of  goods  and  imprisonment,  which  cannot  be  by  patent.'  This  patent 
I  take  also  to  be  contrary  to  some  acts  of  parliament,  vis.  2  Edw.  3. 
c.  1.  2  Edw.  3.  c.  2.  2  Rich.  2.  c.  1.  11  Rich.  2.  c.  2  ;  and  these 
statutes  the  king  cannot  dispense  withal  by  a  non  obstante. 

TwiSDEN,  Justice.  For  the  first  point,  I  think,  they  cannot  seize 
without  deed,  no  more  than  they  can  enter  for  a  condition  broken  with- 
out deed. 

Kelyngb,  Chief  Justice.  We  desire  to  be  satisfied,  whether  this  is 
a  monopoly  or  not  ?  —  It  was  ordered  to  be  argued  again.' 


SHERMAN  V.   FITCH. 

1867.    98  Massachusetts,  59.'      Z— --^ 

Bill  in  equity  by  assignees  of  the  Northampton  Street  Sugar  Re- 
finery, an  insolvent  corporation,  praying  for  a  decree  that  a  recorded 
mortgage  of  personal  property,  held  forth  by  the  respondent  as  having 
been  made  to  him  by  the  corporation,  might  be  declared  void.  The 
mortgage  (dated  January  19,  1865)  purported,  by  the  language  of  the 
grant,  covenants,  and  condition,  to  be  the  mortgage  of  the  corporation. 
It  was  signed  "  George  R.  Sampson,  President  of  Northampton  Street 
Sugar  Refinery."     [Seal.] 

After  a  demurrer  had  been  overruled,  the  respondent  filed  an  answer 
putting  in  issue  the  validity  of  the  mortgage  as  a  mortgage  of  the  cor- 
poration. The  case  was  reserved  for  determination  by  the  full  court 
on  agreed  facts,  which  were,  in  part,  as  follows  :  — 

For  some  time  prior  to  January  19,  1865,  the  respondent  had  been, 
and  then  was,  selling  agent  of  the  corporation,  which  owed  him  about 
eighteen  thousand  dollars,  to  secure  the  payment  of  which  by  the  cor- 
poration, George  R.  Sampson,  who  was  president  and  a  director,  and 

1  8  Co.  125.    Nov,  123. 

"  It  appears  in  Keble  and  Ventris,  that  judgment  was  given  in  this  case  for  the  plaintiif, 
on  the  first  objection,  because  the  defendant  justified  by  the  command  of  a  corporation, 
■without  showing  that  his  authority  to  seize  the  ship  was  by  a  deed;  and  S.  C.  Siderfin 
says,  that  the  court  also  held  the  bar  bad  in  substance,  because  the  king  by  his  patent  can- 
not create  i  forfeiture  for  the  doing  those  things  which  his  patent  prohibits.  See  3  Peer. 
Wms.424.  Hardres,  55.  Skinner,  135,  224.  8  Co.  125.  Palmer,  5.  3  Lev.  353.  1  Salk. 
32.     5  Com.  Dig.  "Trade,"  (B.).    1  Burr.  526.    1  Term  Rep.  118. 

'  Only  so  much  of  the  case  is  given  as  relates  to  a  single  point.  —  Ed. 
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was  also  manager  of  the  manufacturing  department,  executed  and  de- 
livered to  him  the  instrument  in  question.  At  that  date  there  were 
four  directors  (who  were  the  principal  stockholders)  :  Sampson ;  his 
son ;  a  nephew ;  and  one  Tappan,  who  was  in  Europe.  That  was  the 
full  number  of  the  board  required  by  the  by-laws,  which  also  provided 
that  "  the  board  of  directors  shall  manage  and  control  the  business, 
property,  and  affairs  of  the  corporation."  The  records  of  the  cor- 
poration contained  no  express  vote  of  either  directors  or  stockholders 
authorizing  the  execution  and  delivery  to  the  respondent  of  a  mortgage 
on  the  corporate  property ;  but  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  instru- 
ment was  known  to  all  the  directors  except  Tappan,  at  the  time  thereof, 
"  and  was  approved  by  them,  provided  their  neglect  to  make  any  ob- 
jection to  the  same  can  be  construed  as  an  approval." 

C.  H.  Drew,  for  complainants  [argument  omitted]. 

D.  P.  Kimball,  for  respondent. 

Wells,  J.  [The  court  held,  that  the  mortgage  was,  upon  its  face, 
the  mortgage  of  the  corporation,  and  not  the  individual  contract  of 
Sampson.     The  court  then  said :] 

The  remaining  consideration  relates  to  the  authority  of  Sampson  to 
execute  the  mortgage  in  behalf  of  the  corporation.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  the  authority  should  be  given  by  a  formal  vote.  Such  an  act  by 
the  president  and  general  manager  of  the  business  of  the  corporation, 
with  the  knowledge  and  concurrence  of  the  directors,  or  with  their  sub- 
sequent and  long-continued  acquiescence,  may  properly  be  regarded  as 
the  act  of  the  corporation.  Authority  in  the  agent  of  a  corporation 
may  be  inferred  from  the  conduct  of  its  officers,  or  from  their  know., 
ledge  and  neglect  to  make  objection,  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  indi- 
viduals. Emmons  v.  Providence  Hat  Manufacturing  Co.,  12  Mass. 
237 ;  Milledge  v.  Boston  Iron  Co.,  5  Gush.  158 ;  Lester  v.  Wehh,  1 
Allen,  34.  The  absence  of  one  of  the  directors  in  Europe  could  not 
deprive  the  corporation  of  the  capacity  to  act  and  bind  itself  by  the 
acts  of  the  officers  in  actual  charge  of  its  affairs. 


(b)  Torts,  Crimes,  and  Unauthorized  Contracts. 

CHESTNUT  HILL,  &c.,  TURNPIKE  CO.  v.  RUTTER. 

1818.    i  Sergeant  ^  Rawle  (Pa.),  6. 

In  Ebeoe. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case  [brought  by  Rutter 
against  the  Turnpike  Co.],  in  the  Common  Pleas  of  Montgomery 
County,  for  stopping  a  water  course. 
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The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendants  below,  the  plaintiffs  in 
error,  were  incorpoi'ated  by  an  act  of  assembly,  passed  on  the  5th  day 
of  March,  1804,  entitled,  "  an  act  to  enable  the  Governor  of  this  Com- 
monwealth, to  incorporate  a  company  to  make  an  artificial  road,  from 
the  top  of  Chestnut  Mill,  through  Flourtown,  to  the  Spring  House 
tavern,  in  Montgomery  countj' ;  "  that  the  plaintiff  was  seised  of  a 
messuage,  tanyard,  and  tract  of  land,  through  which  a  rivulet  from 
time  immemorial,  had  flowed,  &c. ;  and  that  the  defendants  contriving, 
and  wrongfully,  and  injuriously  intending  to  injure  the  said  plaintiff, 
and  to  deprive  him  of  the  benefit  of  working  and  tanning  leather,  in 
the  said  tanyard,  and  of  the  profit  that  might  accrue  therefrom,  did 
wrongfully  and  unjustly  erect  and  set  up,  certain  jetties  or  piers,  on 
each  side  of  the  said  rivulet,  by  reason  whereof,  the  said  rivulet  was 
thrown  back,  and  overflowed  the  said  tanyard,  and  destroyed  a  great 
quantity  of  hides,  &c. 

By  the  9th  section  of  the  act  of  incorporation,^  the  company  had 
power  "to  erect  permanent  bridges  over  all  the  waters  crossing  the 
said  road." 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  for  305 
dollars. 

The  errors  now  assigned  were,  1.  That  the  Court  below  permitted 
an  action  to  be  maintained  against  a  body  corporate  for  a  tort. 

2.  That  the  declaration,  if  such  an  action  could  be  maintained,  set 
forth  no  cause  of  action. 

E.  Ingersoll  and  Tngersoll,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

[After  discussing  the  historj'  of  actions :] 

It  was  never,  however,  pretended,  that  an  action  of  trespass  vi  et 
armis,  would  lie  against  a  corporation,  which,  from  its  nature,  is  in- 
capable of  committing  a  tort ;  nor  can  the  same  thing  in  effect  be  done, 
bj'  changing  the  form  of  action,  and  calling  it  an  action  on  the  case. 
Corporations  can  no  more  be  guilty  of  torts  than  executors ;  the 
analogy  between  them,  in  this  respect,  is  strong,  and  it  has  been 
decided,  that  trover  does  not  lie  against  an  executor  for  a  conver- 
sion by  his  testator.  Hamhly  v.  Trott?  Indeed,  it  was  once  doubted, 
whether  assumpsit  would  lie  against  a  corporate  body,  because  it 
could  make  no  promise  without  affixing  its  seal,  and  the  Supreme 
Court  of  this  State,  went  so  far  on  one  occasion  as  to  decide,  that 
it  would  not.  Breckbill  v.  Turnpike  Company?  The  remedy  for  a 
tort  is  not  against  the  corporation,  but  against  the  individual  who 
commits  it,  who  maj'  have  his  action  over  against  those  who  employed 
him.  The  relation  of  master  and  servant,  as  it  exists  between  indi- 
viduals, does  not  hold  between  corporations  and  those  who  act  under 
their  orders.  Kyd  on  Corp.  223,  260, 450.  If  the  servant  of  a  corpo- 
ration commit  an  assault  and  battery,  it  will  not  be  pretended,  that 
the  corporation  is  responsible.    If  it  be  not  responsible  for  an  assault 

1  Pamph.  L.  215.  »  Cowp.  372.  '  8  Dall.  496. 


150  CHESTNUT   HILIi,   ETC.    TURNPIKE   CO.   V.   RUTTEK. 

and  battery  committed  by  its  servant,  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  does  not  exist ;  because  nothing  is  more  clear  than  that  a 
master  is  responsible  for  the  torts  of  bis  servant,  committed  in  the 
course  of  his  master's  business.  How  can  a  distinction  be  drawn 
between  an  assault  and  battery,  and  injuries  of  the  nature  of  that  com- 
plained of  in  this  suit?  It  is  impossible  to  say  where  the  line  should 
be  placed. 

Corporations  are  the  creatures  of  the  law,  of  a  highly  refined  and 
intangible  nature,  whose  properties  and  attributes,  lawyers  alone  can 
understand.  Deriving  their  existence  from  the  law,  they  must  be 
governed  by  the  terms  of  the  law  which  creates  them.  They  must 
proceed  and  be  pursued  in  the  path  prescribed  b^-  the  law.  If  the 
corporators  do  an  act,  bej'ond  their  corporate  powers,  the}',  as  in- 
dividuals, and  not  the  corporation  of  which  thej'  are  members,  must 
answer  it.  If  the  corporation  itself  enter  into  a  contract  not  authorised 
by  its  charter,  no  action  founded  on  the  contract  can  be  sustained, 
though  the  individual  members  ma}-  be  sued.  Suppose  an  insurance 
company  should  undertake  to  make  a  turnpike  road,  or  to  build  a 
church,  could  those  who  were  emploj-ed  by  them,  recover  against  the 
corporation  as  such?  Everj- principle  of  the  law  of  corporations  for- 
bids it.  Now,  a  corporation  never  was  and  never  can  be  authorised 
bj'  law  to  commit  a  tort ;  they  can  invest  no  one  with  power  for  that 
purpose.  If,  therefore,  an  agent  constituted  for  a  legal  purpose,  inflict 
an  injury,  the  corporation  is  no  more  answerable,  than  it  would  be  for 
an  act  of  that  agent,  done  without  any  authority  whatever  derived 
from  it,  because  being  unauthorised  to  commit  a  wrong,  it  is  out  of  the 
scope  of  its  corporate  powers.  The  act  of  the  law,  like  the  act  of 
God,  can  work  a  wrong  to  no  one,  and  if  a  man  sustain  damage  by  it, 
it  is  damnum  absque  injuria.  The  plaintiff  in  this  case,  therefore,  must 
look  to  the  individual  from  whose  acts  he  sustained  an  injurj-,  who 
never  was,  and  never  could  be  authorised  to  commit  a  tort.  The 
principle  that  a  body  corporate  can  only  act  in  strict  pursuance  of  the 
objects  of  its  incorporation,  is  stated  and  exemplified  in  the  conclusion 
of  the  Lord  Chancellor's  opinion,  in  the  case  of  Child  v.  Hud- 
son's Bay  Company}  It  Is  also  established  by  the  cases  of  Beatty  v. 
Marine  Insurance  Company,"^  and  Head  v.  Prouidence  Insurance 
Company,^  Steele  v.  President  &c.  of  Lock  Navigations^  M"  Clena- 
chan  V.  Gurwen/' 

Between  nonfeasance  and  malfeasance,  a  marked  distinction  exists. 
It  is  not  denied,  that  for  nonfeasance,  actions  of  trespass  on  the  case 
have  been  sustained,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Mayor  of  Lynn  {in  error)  v. 
Turner,^  where  the  action  was  against  the  corporation  of  Lynn  Megis, 
for  neglect  of  duty,  in  not  keeping  a  creek  in  repair ;  in  the  case  o( 
Tovmsend  v.   Susquehannah  Company^  for  neglecting  to  repair  a 

1  2  P.  Wms.  209.  2  2  Johns.  114.  »  2  Crancli,  166. 

4  2  Johns.  283.  6  e  Binn.  509.  »  Cowp.  8S. 

'  6  Johns.  90. 
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bridge,  and  in  several  similar  cases.  Gray  v.  Portland  Bank, "^  Stephens 
V.  Middleton  Ganal.^  In  Riddle  v.  Proprietors  of  locks  and  canah 
on  tJie  Merrimac,^  Paesons  C.  J.  lays  down  tiie  law  more  broadly 
than  by  his  authorities  he  is  warranted  in  doing,  yet  he  does  not  go  so 
far  as  to  assert  the  general  proposition,  that  trespass  will  lie  against  a 
corporation.  He  merely  says,  that  in  certain  cases,  trespass  maj'  be 
maintained;  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  action  in  which  the 
opinion  was  delivered,  was  for  a  nonfeasance ;  a  neglect  of  a  corpor- 
ate duty  in  not  keeping  the  canal  in  order. 

On  recurring  to  ancient  authorities,  it  will  appear,  that  trespass 
against  a  corporation  for  a  tort,  has  never  been  sustained.  Thorpe  J. 
in  the  Book  of  Assizes,  22  ^dw.  3.  p.  100.  expressly  says,  that  tres- 
pass never  lies  against  a  corporation.  A  corporation  and  an  indi- 
vidual cannot  be  joined  in  trespass  as  defendants.  8  £.  6.  1.  pi.  2.  A 
corporation  cannot  commit  a  disseisin  except  for  its  own  use.  Mich.  8 
M.  6.  pi.  34.  p.  14.  Mich.  9.  M.  6.  pi.  9.  p.  36.  Mil.  22.  IT.  6.  pi.  36. 
p.  46.  Trespass  does  not  lie  against  a  corporation  in  its  corporate 
name.  Vin.  Corp.  pi.  15.  p.  300.  Nor  will  an  attachment  lie.  Jd.  B. 
A.  pi.  d.  p.  311.  Nor  replevin.  Id.  X.  pi.  17.  p.  308.  In  trespass 
against  an  abbot  he  shall  be  named  by  his  name  of  baptism.  Jd.  Q. 
pi.  9.  p.  300.  An  action  for  a  false  return  to  a  mandamus,  must  be 
against  the  individual  members  of  the  corporation.  Id.  Q.  pi.  60.  p. 
303.  A  corporation  cannot  beat  or  be  beaten.  Id.  Z.  pi.  2.  p.  309. 
If  a  corporation  disseise,  it  is  in  their  natnral  and  not  in  their  corporate 
capacity.  Bac.  Ab.  Corp.  E.  pi.  5.  Trespass  does  not  lie  against  a 
corporation.     Com.  Dig.  Plead.  2.  B.  p.  196. 

2.  If  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  be  capable  of  inflicting  the  injury  im- 
puted to  them,  the  declaration  sets  forth  no  cause  of  action. 

[The  argument  on  this  point  is  omitted.] 

Binney,  for  the  defendant  in  error.  This  case  presents  three  ques- 
tions. 1.  Whether  a  corporation  can  commit  a  tort?  2.  Whether,  if  it 
can,  this  is  the  proper  form  of  action  ?  3.  Whether  the  cause  of  action 
is  well  set  forth  ? 

It  must  now  be  taken  as  proved,  that  the  c^pany  gave  authority  to 
their  servants  to  do  the  act  complained  of.  (The  rule  between  corpora- 
tions and  their  servants,  is  substantially  the  same,  as  between  indi- 
viduals and  their  servantsA  If,  therefore,  they  give  their  servants 
power  to  do  an  act  in  pq-fsuance  of  their  corporate  character,  and  they 
do  it  improperly,  the  corporation  are  I'esponsible  in  the  same  manner 
as  any  other  master.  Why  should  a  difference  exist,  and  why  should  a 
corporate  body  be  protected  in  the  commission  of  wrong?  If  a  cor- 
poration be  the  intangible  being  it  is  asserted  to  be,  a  greater  and 
more  mischievous  monster  cannot  be  imagined.  According  to  the 
doctrine  contended  for,  if  they  do  an  act  within  the  scope  of  theit 
corporate  powers,  it  is  legal,  and  they  are  not  answerable  for  the  coa 

»  3  Mass.  R.  364.  «  12  Mass.  E.  466.  »  7  Mass.  R  16* 


152  CHESTNUT  HILL,  ETC.   TURNPIKE   CO.   V.   KUTTER 

Bequences.  If  the  act  be  not  within  the  range  of  their  legitimate  pow- 
ers, they  had  no  right  by  law  to  do  it ;  it  was  not  one  of  the  objects 
for  which  thej'  were  incorporated,  and,  therefore,  it  is  no  act  of  the 
corporation  at  all.  This  doctrine  leads  to  absolute  impunity  for  every 
species  of  wrong,  and  can  never  be  sanctioned  by  any  Court  of  jus- 
tice. The  master  is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  the  servant,  not  be- 
cause he  has  given  him  an  authority'  to  do  an  illegal  act,  but  from  the 
relation  subsisting  between  them.  If  the  servant  exceed  the  power 
he  has  received,  the  master  must  answer  it.  So  if  the  company  give 
their  servant  authority  to  make  a  road,  in  pursuance  of  their  power  to 
do  so,  and  he  exceed  that  authority,  they  are  answerable,  because  he 
is  their  servant.  The  rule  which  makes  the  master  responsible  for  the 
acts  of  the  servant,  is  declared  by  Sedgwick  J.  in  delivering  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Court,  in  the  case  of  Grwi/  v.  Portland  BanJc,^  to  apply 
with  peculiar  force  to  corporations  and  their  agents.  The  position  that 
a  corporation  can  do  no  wrong,  is  pernicious  in  its  consequences,  and 
unfounded  in  law.  If  I  put  a  note  in  bank,  and  wish  to  get  it  out,  to 
put  it  in  suit,  and  the  bank  refuse  to  deliver  it,  surelj'  the  reraedj-  is 
an  action  of  trover.  If  I  refuse  an  exorbitant  toll,  in  consequence  of 
which,  my  horse  is  taken  from  me,  and  I  cannot  get  him  from  the  toll 
gatherer,  can  it  be  doubted,  that  I  may  have  an  action  of  trover  against 
the  company?  If  I  cannot  look  to  the  company,  there  is  no  remedy, 
because  the  toll  gatherer  may  be  worth  nothing,  or  maj'  have  gone  off ; 
nor  can  the  individual  members  be  resorted  to  unless  they  were  guilty 
of  malice.  If  a  quagmii'e  or  any  other  nuisance  exist,  the  supervisors 
where  there  is  no  turnpike  company  ma\-  be  indicted :  and  where  a 
company-  are  invested  with  the  duties  of  supervisors,  they  maj'  be 
indicted.  The  corporators  as  individuals  cannot  be  indicted,  because 
it  is  not  within  the  line  of  their  duty  as  such. 

As  to  the  form  of  action,  it  is  difflcult  to  point  out  any  other  remedy 
for  injuries  of  this  description  than  trespass  on  the  case,  and  if  there 
be  no  other  remed3',  this  is  the  right  one.  Assumpsit  certainly  would 
not  lie,  because  there  was  no  contract ;  nor  would  trespass  vi  et  armis, 
because  the  damage  was  consequential.  The  old  authorities  which  liave 
been  referred  to,  belong  to  a  period,  when  the  English  lawyers  were 
more  distinguished  for  subtlety  than  for  sound  sense ;  and  when  the 
nature  of  corporations  was  greatly  refined  upon.  It  appears,  how- 
ever, from  2  Inst.  697.  703,  that  a  corporation  was  then  considered 
as  substantially  an  inhabitant  or  occupier ;  and  subsequently  in  Rex 
v.  Gardener,''  it  was  held,  that  a  corporation  seised  of  land  for  their 
own  profit  in  fee,  are,  within  the  statute  of  43  £!l.  c.  2,  inhabitants 
or  occupiers  of  such  lands,  and  liable  in  respect  thereof  to  be  rated 
in  their  corporate  capacity  to  the  poor.  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  it  has  been  decided,  that  a  corporation  ma^'  sue  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  as  a  citizen.     Deveau  v,  Sank  oj 

I  2  Mass.  B.  385.  a  Cowp.  79. 


CHESTNUT   HILL,   ETC.   TUENPIKE   CO.   V.   KUTTEK.  153 

United  States.^  The  law  on  the  subject  of  corporations  has  of  late 
been  greatly-  and  beneficially  altered.  It  was  formerly  held,  that  they 
could  do  nothing  except  under  their  seal,  and  for  that  reason  assump- 
sit would  not  lie  against  them.  All  these  niceties,  however,  are  now 
repudiated,  and  they  may  enter  into  contracts  either  express  or  im- 
plied, without  seal.  When  a  corporation  is  acting  witliin  the  scope  of 
the  legitimate  purposes  of  its  institution,  all  parol  contracts  made  by 
its  authorised  agents,  are  express  promises  by  the  corporation,  and  all 
duties  imposed  on  tnem  by  law,  and  all  benefits  conferred  at  their 
request,  raise  implied  promises,  on  which  an  action  lies.  Bank  of 
Columbia  v.  Patterson' s  administrators? 

The  opinion  of  Thorpe  J.  which  is  much  relied  on,  was  nothing 
more  than  a  dictum,  and  was  grounded  upon  the  necessity  which  thea 
existed  of  a  capiatur  pro  fine  and  exigent ■,  which  could  not  be  entered 
against  a  corporation.  These,  however,  are  now  exploded,  and  giving 
to  the  assertion  of  Thorpe,  all  the  weight  to  which  it  can  possibly  be 
entitled,  the  authoritj'  must  fail,  because  the  reason  of  it  no  longer 
exists.  The  distinction  taken  between  a  misfeasance  and  a  wom- 
feasance  is  altogether  ideal ;  it  has  no  solid  foundation.  The  au- 
thorities all  shew,  that  the  action  will  lie  in  either  case.  If  a  com- 
pany be  guilty  of  a  tort  by  neglecting  a  road  or  bridge,  how  caa 
thej"  be  reached  but  in  this  form  of  action  ?  That  this  is  the  proper 
form,  is  proved  by  the  eases  adduced  on  the  opposite  side.  The  Mayor 
of  Lynn  v.  Turner^  was  clearly  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case,  for 
a  tort ;  so  was  Townsend  v.  Susquehanna  Turnpike  Company,  and 
Middle  \.  Proprietors  of  Locks,  &c.  on  Merrimack.  In  two  of  these 
cases  the  point  was  not  made,  and  in  the  third,  it  was  overruled.  As 
respects  the  form  of  action,  there  is  no  difference  between  nonfeasance 
*ud  misfeasance;  trespass  on  the  case,  is  the  general  form.  We  are, 
therefore,  brought  back  to  the  point  from  which  we  set  out,  whether  a 
corporation  can  commit  a  misfeasance,  which  is  clearly  proved,  not 
only  by  the  late,  but  by  the  ancient  authorities,  and  even  by  some  of 
those  which  have  been  cited  for  the  plantiffs  in  error.  Trespass  against 
the  Mayor  and  Commonalty  of  York ;  plea  that  all  the  inhabitants 
had  right  of  common,  in  the  place  where  the  trespass,  &c  ;  not  good, 
because  the  action  is  against  the  corporation,  and  the  plea  is  a  justifi- 
cation as  to  individuals.  Plea  altered,  and  the  corporation  said  to  be 
aiding  in  the  trespass  ;  adjudged  that  they  cannot  be  aiding,  nor  can 
they  give  a  warrant  to  commit  a  trespass  without  writing.  A:  H.l.  pi. 
11.  p.  13.  A  corporation  cannot  authorise  a  wrong  to  be  committed, 
except  by  writing  under  their  common  seal.  Brook.  Corp.  pi.  34. 
p.  189.  These  authorities  prove  the  capacity  of  a  corporate  body  to 
commit  a  wrong,  and  shew  the  position  said  to  have  been  laid  down  by 
Thorpe,  to  be  erroneous.  Trespass  against  the  Mayor,  Bailiffs,  and 
Commonalty  of  Ipswich,  and  one  Jabez.    Objection  was  taken,  that  a 

>  5  Cranch,  65.  «  7  Cranch,  299. 
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corporation  and  an  individual  cannot  be  joined  in  one  writ,  but  no  oti 
jection  taken,  to  trespass  having  been  brouglit  against  a  corporation. 
8  IT.  6.  pi.  2.  p.  1.  Jd.  pi.  34.  p.  14.  An  assize  of  novel  disseisin 
was  maintained  against  the  mayor  and  commonaltj-  of  Winton.  Lip. 
Ass.  31.  Ass.  pi.  19.  In  trespass  against  a  corporation,  if  defendant 
plead  a  misnomer,  plaintiff  may  reply,  known  by  one  name  or  the 
other.  6  Vin.  pi.  42.  p.  303.  The  result  of  these  authorities  is,  that 
even  in  ancient  times,  trespass  could  be  sustained  against  a  body 
corporate. 

[Omitting  argument  as  to  suflSciency  of  declaration.] 

TiLGHMAN  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  on  the  case,  brought  by 
James  Mutter  against  Tfie  Chestnut  Hill  &  Spring  House  Turnpike 
Company,  for  an  injury  done  to  the  plaintiff's  land  and  tanj'ard,  in 
consequence  of  certain  piers  erected  by  the  defendants,  on  each  side  of 
a  stream  of  water,  by  which  the  stream  was  obstructed  and  thrown 
back,  and  overflowed  the  plaintifl''s  land. 

The  defendants  below,  who  are  plaintiffs  in  error,  rely  on  two  objec- 
tions. 1.  That  a  corporation  is  not  suable  in  this  kind  of  action.  2. 
That  the  declaration  does  not  state  a  good  cause  of  action,  even  if  the 
defendants  were  liable  to  an  action  in  this  form. 

1.  Corporations  have  lately  been  so  multiplied  in  the  United  States, 
that  thej'  stand  a  very  prominent  part,  in  the  business  of  the  country. 
It  lias,  therefore,  been  necessary'  to  consider  with  great  attention,  their 
nature,  and  their  rights,  both  as  to  suing  and  being  sued.  And  as  it 
would  be  extremely  inconvenient,  that  they  should  do  wrong  without 
being  amenable  to  justice,  the  inclination  of  the  Court  has  been  to  hold 
them  responsible.  There  was  a  time,  when  it  seems  to  have  been  sup- 
posed, that  the^-  could  make  no  contract,  but  by  writing  under  their 
common  seal.  The  reason  assigned  was,  that  being  incorporeal,  and 
consequently  incapable  of  speaking,  it  was  impossible  that  they  should 
enter  into  a  parol  contract.  But  upon  reflection,  this  reason  has  been 
thought  insufficient ;  for  if  pursued  to  its  full  extent,  it  would  prove, 
that  a  corporation  could  not  act  at  all.  ^  has  no  hand  to  affix  a  seal, 
and  must  therefoi'e  employ  an  agent  for  the  purposeTj  But  this  agent 
must  receive  his  authority  previous  to  his  affixing  the  seal.  It  is 
necessary,  therefore,  that  the  corporation  should  have  the  power  to  act 
without  seal,  so  far  as  respects  the  appointment  of  a  person  to  affix  the 
seal.  Now  if  it  can  appoint  an  agent  without  seal,  for  one  purpose, 
there  is  no  reason  why  it  may  not  for  another.  Accordingly,  in  the 
case  of  The  King  v.  Biggs,  3  P  Wms.  419,  on  a  special  verdict  in  a 
case  of  capital  felony,  it  was  held,  that  tlie  Bank  of  England  might 
without  seal,  authorise  a  person  to  sign  notes  in  its  behalf.  And  it 
was  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of 
The  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Patterson' s  administrators,  7  Cranch,  299, 
that  a  corporation  may,  withaut  seal,  enter  into  a  contract,  express,  or 
even  implied.  In  the  words  of  Judge  Story,  by  whom  the  opinion  of 
the  Cnjrt  was  delivered,  "when  a  corporation  is  acting  vritMn  the 
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scope  of  the  legitimate  purpose  of  its  institution,  all  parol  contracts 
made  by  its  authorised  agents,  are  express  promises  of  the  corporation, 
and  all  duties  imposed  on  them  by  law,  and  all  benefits  conferred,  at 
their  request,  raise  implied  promises,  for  which  an  action  lies."  By 
this  decision,  I  consider  the  law  as  settled.  It  does,  indeed,  seem  to 
have  been  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  in  the  case  of  BreckMll  v.  The 
Lancaster  Turnpike  Company,  3  DaM.  496,  that  an  action  of  as- 
sumpsit would  not  lie  against  a  corporation.  But  the  law  bad  not 
been  at  that  time  fully  considered,  and  I  may  say,  that  our  late  brother 
Yeates,  who  was  on  the  bench  when  Breekbill  v.  The  Lancaster  Turn- 
pike  Company  was  decided,  was  satisfied  as  to  the  propriety'  of  acqui- 
escing in  the  authority  of  The  Bank  of  Columbia  \.  Patterson's 
administrators . 

But  it  is  objected  that  the  present  action  is  not  on  contract  but  on 
tort,  and  a  very  refined  argument  is  brought  forward,  to  prove  that  a 
corporation  cannot  be  guilty  of  a  tort.  A  corporation,  say  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  is  a  mere  creature  of  law,  and  can  act  only  as  authorised 
by  its  charter.  But  the  charter  does  not  authorise  it  to  do  wrong,  and 
therefore  it  can  do  no  wrong.  The  argument  is  fallacious  in  its  prin- 
ciples, and  mischievous  in  its  consequences,  as  it  tends  to  introduce 
actual  wrongs  and  ideal  remedies ;  for  a  turnpike  company  may  do 
great  injury,  by  means  of  labourers  who  have  no  propertj-  to  answer 
the  damages  recovered  against  them.  It  is  much  more  reasonable  to 
say,  that  when  a  corporation  is  authorised  by  law  to  make  a  road,  if 
any  injury  is  done  in  the  course  of  making  that  road  by  the  persons 
employed  under  its  authority,  it  shall  be  responsible,  in  tlie  same 
manner  that  an  individual  is  responsible  for  the  actions  of  his  ser- 
vants, touching  his  business.  The  act  of  the  agent  is  the  act  of  the 
principal.  There  is  no  solid  ground  for  a  distinction  between  contracts 
and  torts.  Indeed,  with  respect  to  torts,  the  opinion  of  the  Courts 
seems  to  have  been  more  uniform  than  with  respect  to  contracts. 
For  it  may  be  shewn,  that  from  the  earliest  times  to  the  present,  cor- 
porations have  been  held  liable  for  torts.  Manj'  cases  have  been  cited 
from  the  jxar  books.  Upon  examination,  they  do  not  all  answer  the 
citations,  but  enough  appears  to  shew  that  the  law  was  so  understood. 
In  4:  Sen.  7.  p.  I3.pl.  11,  we  find  an  action  of  trespass  against  the 
Ma3'or  and  Commonalty  of  York.  Plea,  that  all  the  inhabitants  had  a 
right  of  common  in  the  land  where  the  trespass  is  supposed  to  have 
been  committed :  held,  not  good,  because  the  action  is  against  the 
corporation,  and  the  plea  is  a  justification  as  to  individuals.  In  a 
subsequent  part  of  this  case,  it  is  said  that  a  corporation  cannot  give 
a  warrant  to  commit  a  trespass  without  writing.  This,  if  it  be  law, 
proves  that  a  warrant  may  be  given  by  writing,  which  is  suflScient  for 
the  plaintiffs  purpose,  the  point  being,  whether  a  corporation  can  com- 
mit a  trespass.  In  8  Ben.  6.  p.  1.  pi.  11.  and  p.  14.  pi.  34,  trespass 
was  brought  against  the  Mayor  and  Bailiffs,  and  Commonalty  of  Ips- 
wick,  and  one  J.  Jabez.    It  was  objected,  that  a  corporatiou  and  an 
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Individual  cannot  be  joined  in  one  action  ;  but  it  was  not  objected  that 
trespass  does  not  lie  against  a  corporation ;  and  the  objection  is  said 
to  have  been  overruled  in  14  Sen.  8.  2.  In  the  book  of  assises  (31. 
Ass.  pi.  19.)  it  appears  that  an  assise  of  novel  disseisin  was  maintained 
against  the  Mayor  and  Commonalty  of  Winton.  Srook  la^'s  it  down, 
that  if  the  Mayor  and  Commonaltj'  disseise  one  who  releases  to  several 
individuals  of  the  corporation,  this  will  not  serve  the  Mayor  and  Com- 
monalty, because  the  disseisin  is  in  their  corporate  capacity.  In  the 
old  books  of  entries  are  numerous  precedents  of  writs  of  qucBre  impedit 
against  corporations,  and  in  Vidian's  Mit.  1.  is  a  declaration  in  an 
action  on  the  case  (16  Car.  2.),  against  the  Maj-or  and  Commonalty  of 
the  city  of  Canterbury,  for  a  false  return  to  a  mandamus.  To  come 
to  more  modern  times,  it  was  held  in  the  Mayor  of  Zynn,  d;c.  (in 
error,)  v.  Turner,  (Gowp.  86,)  that  an  action  on  the  case  lies  against 
a  corporation  for  not  cleansing,  and  keeping  in  repair,  a  stream  of 
navigable  water,  which  it  was  bound  to  do  by  prescription,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  the  plaintiff  was  injured.  This  was  in  the  year  1774,  a 
little  before  our  revolution.  The  laws  of  the  Commonwealth  forbid 
my  tracing  this  point  through  the  English  Courts,  since  the  revolution, 
but  we  shall  find  abundant  authority  in  the  Courts  of  our  own  country. 
In  Gray  v.  The  Portland  Bank,  6  Mass.  Hep.  364,  it  is  laid  down, 
that  the  bank  was  responsible  for  wrongs  done  by  itself  or  its  agents. 
In  Middle  v.  The  Proprietors  of  the  Locks,  &c.  on  Merrimack  river. 
7  Mass.  Hep.  169,  an  action  was  maintained  against  the  company  for 
damage  suffered  by  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the  locks  not  being 
kept  in  repair.  And  in  Townsend  v.  The  Susquehanna  Turnpike 
Company  (6  Johns.  91,)  an  action  was  supported  for  the  loss  of  a  horse, 
killed  by  the  falling  of  a  bridge,  which  the  company  had  built  of  bad 
materials.  These  authorities  put  it  beyond  doubt,  that  the  form  of 
action,  in  the  present  case,  is  good. 

The  objection  to  the  declaration  remains  to  be  considered.  It  is 
said,  that  the  act  of  assemblj',  by  which  this  corapanj-  is  chartered, 
gives  them  power  to  erect  bridges  over  all  the  streams  which  cross  the 
road,  and,  therefore,  they  are  not  responsible  for  anj'  damages  which  j,/^ 
may  be  suffered  in  consequence  of  these  bridges.  But  this  is  too 
broad  a  proposition :  for,  granting  that  they  would  not  be  responsible 
for  damages  unavoidably  resulting  from  a  bridge  built  in  the  best  man- 
ner, and  obstructing  the  passage  of  the  water,  no  more  than  was  neces- 
sary for  its  proper  construction,  it  would  not  follow  that  they  should 
not  be  answerable  for  damages  arising  from  a  bridge  so  carelessly  or 
inartificially  built,  as  to  occasion  an  unnecessary  and  wanton  obstruc- 
tion. Now,  the  declaration  alleges,  that  the  defendants  contriving, 
and  wrongfully  and  injuriously  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  &c.  did 
wrongfully  and  unjustly  set  up  certain  piers,  <&c.  So  that  we  are 
bound,  after  verdict,  to  suppose  that  it  was  proved  the  defendants  were 
in  fault,  in  the  manner  of  erecting  the  piers.  To  saj-,  now,  that  they 
Krere  guilty  of  no  wrong,  would  be  to  declare  that  it  is  impossible  foi 
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them  to  be  made  answerable  for  any  injury  which  may  arise  from 
any  kind  of  bridge  or  piers.  This  is  going  farther  than  I  can  pe'rmit 
mj-self  to  do,  being  satisfied  that  the  law  never  intended  to  auth(si-isa 
damage  without  necessity.  Judgment  affirmed.. 
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1859.     7  Common  Bench,  New  Series,  290.1 

A.OTION  against  the  defendants  for  wrongfully  and  maliciously  o "-.- 
structing  the  plaintiff  in  his  business  of  an  omnibus  proprietor. 

The  declaration,  in  substance,  alleged  that  defendants,  contriving  j 
and  intending  to  injure  and  ruin  the  plaintiff  and  to  prevent  him  from 
carrying  on  his  business,  wrongfully,  vexatiously,  and  malicioufily 
placed  and  drove  their  omnibuses  just  before  and  just  behind  the 
plaintiff's  omnibuses  while  plying  for  hire  on  the  streets,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent persons  from  becoming  passengers  in  the  plaintiff's  omnibuses  : 
also  tbat  defendants,  with  the  same  intent,  etc.,  drove  their  omnibuses 
against  the  omnibuses  and  horses  of  the  plaintiff  so  as  to  damage  the 
same  and  to  prevent  the  access  of  passengers  into  the  plaintiff's  omni- 
buses ;  also  that  defendants,  with  the  same  intent,  etc.,  caused  their 
servants  to  place  themselves  so  as  to  prevent  persons  from  entering 
plaintiff's  omnibuses  ;  also  that  defendants,  with  the  same  intent,  etc., 
hissed,  assaulted  and  beat  plaintiff's  servants  while  employed  in 
driving  the  said  omnibuses ;  also  that  defendants,  with  the  same  in- 
tent, etc.,  caused  their  omnibuses  to  precede  and  follow  plaintiff's 
omnibuses  in  such  a  manner  as  to  cause  an  obstruction  to  the  highway 
at  certain  points  where  plaintiff's  omnibuses  would,  if  there  were  no 
obstruction,  be  permitted  to  wait  for  a  certain  space  of  time  to  look 
for  passengers  :  by  reason  of  which  said  grievances  great  numbers  of 
persons  were  prevented  from  becoming  passengers  in  plaintiff's  omni- 
buses, and  plaintiff's  omnibuses  and  horses  were  injured,  and  plaintiff 
was  damaged,  hindered  and  obstructed  in  carrying  on  his  business. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendants  demurred ;  and  the  plaintiff  joined 
in  demurrer. 

Giffard  (with  whom  was  Paterson),  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  — 
The  declaration  alleges  a  variety  of  malicious  acts  done  by  the  com- 
pany with  the  intention  of  obstructing  and  injuring  the  plaintiff  in 
carrying  on  his  trade.  ISTow,  the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  malicious 
intention ;  and  a  corporation  cannot  as  such  be  actuated  by  malice.  A 
corporation,  according  to  Lord  Coke,  —  Sutton's  Hospital  Case,  10  Co. 
Eep.  32  b,  —  "  cannot  treason,  nor  be  outlawed,  nor  excommunicate, 
for  they  have  no  souls  ;  neither  can  they  appear  in  person,  but  by  attor- 
ney ;  33  H.  8,  Br.  Eealty.  A  corporation  aggregate  of  many  cannot 
do  fealty,  for,  an  invisible  body  can  neither  be  in  person,  nor  swear : 
Plowd.  Comm.  213,  and  the  Lord  Berkeley's  Case,  245 :  it  is  not  sub. 
ject  to  imbecilities,  death  of  the  natural  body,  and  divers  others  cases." 
1  statement  abridged. —Ed. 
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The  question  is  how  far  the  old  rule  of  law  in  this  respect  is  modified 
by  the  recent  decisions  upon  the  subject.  The  most  recent  authority 
on  the  point  is  that  of  Whitfield  v.  The  South  Eastern  Eailwaj'  Com- 
pany, 1  Ellis,  B.  &  E.  115  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  96),  where  it  was  held  that 
a  count  against  a  railway  company,  being  a  corporation  aggregate,  for 
a  malicious  libel,  is  good  on  demurrer ;  for  that  a  corporation  aggregate 
may  well,  in  its  corporate  capacity,  cause  the  publication  of  a  defama- 
tory statement  under  such  circumstances  as  would  impl}-  malice  in  law 
BufHcient  to  support  the  action.  But  there  the  judgment  proceeded 
upon  the  ground  that  the  occasion  did  not  justify  the  publication,  and 
therefore  the  law  would  infer  malice. 

[After  distinguishing  Eastern,  Sec,  B.  Co.  v.  Broom,  6  Exch.  314, 
the  argument  proceeds  :  ] 

All  the  acts  that  are  here  attributed  to  the  company  are  acts  which 
are  necessarily  malicious.  The  plaintiff  must  show  that  he  has  been 
injured  by  the  defendants'  placing  their  omnibuses  before  and  behind 
his  maliciously.  Apart  from  malice,  there  is  no  cause  of  action. 
The  company  in  its  corporate  capacity  could  not  authorize  acts  which 
are  necessarilj'  unlawful  and  malicious.  The  mere  obstruction  by  the  , 
defendants  of  the  plaintiflT's  enjoj'ment  of  a  public  way  gives  no  ground 
of  action  :  he  must  show  a  private  and  particular  damage  from  an  act 
of  the  defendants  which  is  intentionally  malicious  or  unlawful :  Hubert 
V.  Groves,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  148 ;  Rose  v.  Miles,  4  M.  &  Selw.  101 ; 
Wilks  V.  The  Hungerford  Market  Company,  2  N.  C.  281  (E.  C.  L.  R. 
vol.  29),  2  Scott  446  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  30).  Here,  the  plaintiff  has 
suffered  no  grievance  which  is  peculiar  to  himself  [Btles,  J. — 
What  is  the  meaning  of  maliciously?  Erle,  C.  J.  —  A  wilful  viola- 
tion of  the  law  producing  damage  to  an  individual,  must  be  presumed 
to  be  malicious.]  To  sustain  this  declaration,  the  plaintiff  must  show 
some  wilful  and  unlawful  and  unauthoiized  interference  by  the  defend- 
ants with  some  private  right.  {_Grant,  Amicus  Curiae,  refen-ed  to  the 
Quo  warranto  in  Rex  v.  The  City  of  London,  8  Howell's  State  Trials 
1039,  1305,  1309,  where  the  subject  of  malice  in  a  corporation  is  much 
discussed.  Ckowder,  J.  —  Would  this  declaration  be  bad  without  the 
allegation  of  malice?  Does  the  allegation  mean  anything  more  than 
wilful?]  It  is  submitted!  that  the  whole  gist  of  the  action  is  the  malice. 
The  defendants  could  not  justify  the  specific  acts  charged  without 
justifying  the  malicious  intention  :  Gregory'  v.  The  Duke  of  Brunswick, 
6  M.  &  G.  205  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  46),  6  Scott  N.  R.  809. 

F.  Edwards,  contr^.     [Argument  omitted.] 

Qiffard,  in  reply.     [Argument  omitted.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult, 

Erle,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court :  — 

We  are  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  in  this  case  ought  to  be  for  the 
plaintiff.  This  is  an  action  against  the  defendants  for  wrongfullj', 
vexatiously,  and  maliciously  interfering  with  the  plaintiff's  rights,  by 
eausing  their  vehicles  to  Toe  driven  in  such  a  manner  as  to  obstruct  and 
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molest  the  plaintiff  in  the  use  of  the  highway.  The  declaration  alleges 
various  grievances  of  that  general  character.  To  this  declaration  there 
is  a  demurrer  raising  for  our  decision  the  question  whether  the  action 
will  lie.  The  ground  of  the  demurrer  is  that  the  declaration  charges  a 
wilful  and  intentional  wrong,  and  that  the  defendants,  being  a  corpora- 
tion, cannot  be  guilty  of  such  a  wrong,  and  therefore  the  action  will 
not  lie.  But  the  whole  of  the  acts  that  are  charged  against  the  defend- 
ants are  acts  connected  with  driving  vehicles ;  and  the  defendants 
are  a  company  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  driving  omnibuses,  and 
therefore  the  acts  alleged  to  have  been  done  by  them  are  all  acts  which 
are  within  the  scope  and  object  of  their  formation.  Unless  the  acts 
charged  were  wrongfully  done,  the  plaintiff  of  course  would  have  no 
ground  of  complaint.  We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  action  lies : 
and  there  are  abundant  authorities  to  warrant  that  opinion.  The  whole 
course  of  the  authorities,  from  the  case  of  Yarborough  v.  The  Bank  of 
England,  16  East  6,  down  to  Whitfield  v.  The  South  Eastern  Railway 
Companj',  1  Ellis,  Bl.  &  E.  115  (E.  C.  L.  E.  vol.  96),  — which  was  in 
reality  an  action  against  the  Electric  Telegraph  Companj',  shows  that 
an  action  for  a  wrong  will  lie  against  a  corporation,  where  the  thing 
that  is  complained  of  is  a  thing  done  within  the  scope  of  tlieir  incor- 
poration, and  is  one  which  would  constitute  an  actionable  wrong  if 
committed  by  an  individual.  The  doctrine  relied  on  by  Mr.  Oiffard, 
—  that  a  corporation,  having  no  soul,  cannot  be  actuated  bj'  a  malicious 
intention,  —  is  more  quaint  than  substantial.  In  coming  to  the  con- 
clusion we  arrive  at,  we  have  no  intention  in  the  smallest  degree  to 
interfere  with  any  of  the  decided  cases ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  we  found 
our  judgment  upon  the  numerous  class  Of  cases  of  which  Yarborough  v. 
The  Bank  of  England, — where  there  is  a  most  learned  and  elaborate 
argument  of  Lord  EUenborough,  going  fully  into  all  the  previous 
authorities,  —  is  by  no  means  the  first,  and  which  afford  abundant 
examples  of  the  application  of  the  principle  we  now  rely  on.  We  may 
add  that  we  dwell  the  less  upon  the  grounds  which  have  been  urged  by 
Mr.  Oiffard  against  the  maintenance  of  the  action,  by  reason  of  the 
extreme  mischief  and  inconvenience  which  would  follow  from  our  hold- 
ing that  these  companies  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
trade  were  exempt  from  liability  for  intentional  acts  of  wrong.  We 
think  it  extremelj'  important  that  these  companies  should  be  held 
responsible  where  they  admit  they  have  intentionally  done  a  wrongful 
act,  and  that  those  whom  they  have  injured  should  not  be  driven  to 
seek  a  doubtful  remedy  against  their  officers  or  servants,  who  may  be 
wholly  unable  to  answer  the  compensation  which  the  jury  may  award 
to  the  injured  party.  For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


% 
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UNITED  STATES   v.   JOHN  KELSO   COMPANY. 

1898.    86  Federal  Reporter,  304. 

In  U.  S.  District  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of  California. 

Db  Haven,  District  Judge.  On  October  9,  1897,  there  was  filed  in 
this  court  by  the  United  States  district  attorney  for  this  district,  an 
information  charging  the  defendant,  a  corporation,  with  the  violation 
of  "  An  Act  relating  to  the  limitation  of  the  hours  of  daily  service  oi(  ^,,^ 
laborers  and  mechanics  employed  upon  the  public  works  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  District  of  Columbia,"  approved  August  1,  1892 
(2  Supp.  Eep.  St.  p.  62).  Upon  the  filing  of  this  information,  the 
court,  upon  motion  of  the  district  attorney,  directed  that  a  sum- 
mons be  served  upon  said  corporation.  The  summons  stated  gener- 
ally the  nature  of  the  charge,  and  for  a  more  complete  statement  of 
such  offence  referred  to  the  information  on  file.  On.  the  day  named 
in  said  summons  for  its  appearance,  the  defendant  corporation  ap- 
peared specially  by  its  attorney,  and  moved  to  quash  the  summons, 
and  to  set  aside  the  service  thereof,  upon  grounds  hereinafter  stated. 
Upon  the  argument  of  this  motion,  it  was  claimed  in  behalf  of  the 
defendant :  First,  that  the  Act  of  Congress  above  referred  to  does  not 
apply  to  corporations,  because  the  intention  is  a  necessary  element  of 
the  crime  therein  defined,  and  a  corporation  as  such  is  incapable  of 
entertaining  a  criminal  intention  ;  second,  that,  conceding  that  a  cor- 
poration may  be  guilty  of  a  violation  of  said  act,  Congress  has  pro- 
vided no  mode  for  obtaining  jurisdiction  of  a  corporation  in  a  criminal 
proceeding,  and  for  that  reason  the  summons  issued  by  the  court  was 
unauthorized  by  law,  and  its  service  a  nullity.  It  will  be  seen  that 
the  first  objection  goes  directly  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  information, 
and  presents  precisely  the  same  question  as  would  a  general  demurrer, 
attacking  the  information  on  the  ground  of  an  alleged  failure  to  chsdrge 
the  defendant  with  the  commission  of  a  public  offence.  This  objection 
is  one  which  would  not  ordinarily  be  considered  upon  a  motion  like 
that  now  before  the  court,  when  the  party  making  the  objection  re- 
fuses to  acknowledge  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  to  make  any 
other  than  a  special  appearance  for  the  purpose  of  attacking  its  juris- 
diction ;  but,  in  view  of  the  conclusion  which  I  have  reached  upon 
the  second  point  urged  by  the  defendant,  it  becomes  necessary  for  me 
to  determine  whether  the  Act  of  Congress  above  referred  to  is  appli- 
cable to  a  corporation,  and  whether  a  corporation  can  be  guilty  of  the 
crime  of  violating  the  provisions  of  said  act.  Section  1  of  that  act 
makes  it  unlawful  for  a  contractor  or  sub-contractor  upon  any  of  the 
public  works  of  the  United  States,  whose  duty  it  shall  be  to  employ, 
direct,  or  control  the  services  of  laborers  or  mechanics  upon  such 
public  works,  "  to  require  or  permit  any  such  laborer  or  mechanic  to 
work  more  than  eight  hours  in  any  calendar  day  except  in  case  of  ex- 


UNITED   STATES   V.    JOHN   KELSO  COMPANY.  161 

traordinai-y  emergency."  And  section 2  of  the  act  provides  "that .  .  . 
any  contractor  whose  duty  it  shall  be  to  employ,  direct,  or  control  any 
laborer  or  mechanic  employed  upon  any  public  works  of  the  United 
States  .  .  .  who  shall  intentionally  violate  any  provision  of  this  act, 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  for  each  and  every 
offence  shall  upon  conviction  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  to  exceed  one 
thousand  dollars  or  by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  six  months,  or 
by  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  thereof."  It  will  be  observed  that  by  the  express 
language  of  this  statute  there  must  be  an  intentional  violation  of  its 
provisions,  in  order  to  constitute  the  offence  which  the  statute  defines. 
In  view  of  this  express  declaration,  it  is  claimed  in  behalf  of  defend- 
ant that  the  act  is  not  applicable  to  corporations,  because  it  is  not 
possible  for  a  corporation  to  commit  the  crime  described  in  the  statute. 
The  argument  advanced  to  sustain  this  position  is,  in  substance,  this  : 
That  a  corporation  is  only  an  artificial  creation,  without  animate  body 
or  mind,  and  therefore,  from  its  very  nature,  incapable  of  entertaining 
the  specific  intention  which,  by  the  statute,  is  made  an  essential  ele- 
ment of  the  crime  therein  defined.  The  case  of  State  v.  Great  Works 
M.  &  M.  Co.,  20  Me.  41,  siipports  this  proposition,  and  it  must  be  con- 
ceded that  there  are  to  be  found  dicta  in  many  other  cases  to  the  effect 
that  a  corporation  is  not  amenable  to  prosecution  for  a  positive  act 
of  misfeasance,  involving  a  specific  intention  to  do  an  unlawful  act. 
In  a  general  sense,  it  may  be  said  that  no  crime  can  be  committed 
without  a  joint  operation  of  apt  and  intention.  In  many  crimes,  how- 
ever, the  only  intention  required  is  an  intention  to  do  the  prohibited 
act,  — that  is  to  say,  the  crime  is  complete  when  the  prohibited  act  has 
been  intentionally  done ;  and  the  more  recent  and  better  considered 
cases  hold  that  a  corporation  may  be  charged  with  an  offence  which 
only  involves  this  kind  of  intention,  ai\d  may  be  properljr  (jonvicted 
when,  in  its  corporate  capacity,  and  by  direction  of  those  controlling 
its  corporate  action,  it  does  the  prohibited  act.  In  such  a  case  the  in- 
tention of  its  directors  that  the  prohibited  act  should  be  done  is  im- 
puted to  the  corporation  itself.  State  v.  Morris  E.  B.  Co.,  23  N.  J. 
Law,  360  ;  Beg.  v.  Great  North  of  England  By.  Co.,  58  E.  C.  L.  315  ; 
Com.  V.  Proprietors  of  New  Bedfwd  Bridge,  2  Gray,  339.  See,  also. 
State  V.  Baltimore  &  0.  B.  Co.,  15  W.  Va.  380.  That  a  corporation 
may  be  liable  civilly  for  that  class  of  torts  in  which  a  specific  mali- 
cious intention  is  an  essential  element  is  not  disputed  at  this  day.  Thus 
an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  will  lie  against  a  banking  corpora- 
tion. Beed  v.  Bank,  130  Mass.  434 ;  Goodspeed  v.  Bank,  22  Conn. 
530.  An  action  will  lie  also  against  a  corporation  for  a  malicious 
libel.  Bailroad  Co.  v.  Quigley,  21  How.  202 ;  Maynard  v.  Insurance 
Co.,  34  Cal.  48.  The  opinion  in  the  latter  case,  delivered  by  Currey, 
.  C.  J.,  is  an  able  exposition  of  the  law  relating  to  the  liability  of  cor- 
porations for  malicious  libel,  and  in  the  course  of  which  that  learned 
judge,  in  answer  to  the  contention  that  corporations  are  mere  legal 
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entities  existing  only  in  abstract  contemplation,  utterly  incapable  of 
malevolence,  and  without  power  to  will  good  or  evil,  said  : 

"  The  directors  are  the  chosen  representatives  of  the  corporation, 
and  constitute,  as  already  observed,  to  all  purposes  of  dealing  with 
others,  the  corporation.  What  they  do  within  the  scope  of  the  objects 
and  purposes  of  the  corporation,  the  corporation  does.  If  they  do 
any  injury  to  another,  even  though  it  necessarily  involves  in  its  com- 
mission a  malicious  intent,  the  corporation  must  be  deemed  by  impu- 
tation to  be  guilty  of  the  wrong,  and  answerable  for  it,  as  an  individual 
would  be  in  such  case." 

The  rules  of  evidence  in  relation  to  the  manner  of  proving  the  fact 
of  intention  are  necessarily  the  same  in  a  criminal  as  in  a  civil  case, 
and  the  same  evidence  which  in  a  civil  case  would  be  sufficient  to 
prove  a  specific  or  malicious  intention  upon  the  part  of  a  corporation 
defendant. would  be  sufficient  to  show  a  like  intention  upon  the  part 
of  a  corporation  charged  criminally  with  the  doing  of  an  act  prohibited 
by  the  law.  rOT  course,  there  are  certain  crimes  of  which  a  corporation 
'''*^  cannot  be  guilty  ;  as,  for  instance,  bigamy,  perjury,  rape,  murder,  and 
other  offences,  which  will  readily  suggest  themselves  to  the  min33 
Crimes  like  these  just  mentioned  can  only  be  committed  by  natural 
persons,  and  statutes  in  relation  thereto  are  for  this  reason  never  con- 
strued as  referring  to  corporations ;  but  when  a  statute  in  general 
terms  prohibits  the  doing  of  an  act  which  can  be  performed  by  a  cor- 
poration, and  does  not  expressly  exempt  corporations  from  its  pro- 
visions, there  is  no  reason  why  such  statute  should  be  construed  as 
not  applying  to  them,  when  the  punishment  provided  for  its  infraction 
is  one  that  can  be  inflicted  upon  a  corporation,  —  as,  for  instance,  a 
fine.  In  the  act  of  congress  now  under  consideration  it  is  made  an 
offence  for  any  contractor  or  subcontractor  whose  duty  it  shall  be  to 
employ,  direct,  or  control  any  laborer  employed  upon  any  of  the  public 
works  of  the  United  States,  to  require  or  permit  such  laborer  to  work 
more  than  eight  hours  in  any  calendar  day.  A  corporation  may  be  a 
contractor  or  subcontractor  in  carrying  on  public  works  of  the  United 
States,  and  as  such  it  has  the  power  or  capacity  to  violate  this  pro- 
vision of  the  law.  Corporations  are,  therefore,  within  the  letter,  and, 
as  it  is  as  much  against  the  policy  of  the  law  for  a  corporation  to  vio- 
late these  provisions  as  for  a  natural  person  so  to  do,  they  are  also 
within  the  spirit  of  this  statute ;  and  no  reason  is  perceived  why  a 
corporation  which  does  the  prohibited  act  should  be  exempt  from  the 
punishment  prescribed  therefor.  If  the  law  were  capable  of  the  con- 
struction contended  for  by  the  defendant,  the  result  would  be  that  a 
corporation,  in  contracting  for  the  doing  of  any  public  work,  would  be 
given  a  privilege  denied  to  a  natural  person.  Such  an  intention 
should  not  be  imputed  to  congress,  unless  its  language  will  admit  of 
no  other  interpretation. 

Motion  of  defendant  denied. 
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TELEGRAM  NEWSPAPER  CO.  v.  COMMONWEALTH. 

1899.    172  Massachusetts,  294.1 

Writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court."  Plain- 
tiff  is  a  corporation  publishing  a  newspaper  in  Worcester.  While  the 
case  of  Loring  v.  Town  of  Holden  was  on  trial  before  the  Superior 
Court  at  Worcester,  the  Daily  Telegram  published  the  following  state- 
ment ;  "  The  town  offered  Loring  f  80  at  the  time  of  taking,  but  he 
demanded  $260,  and,  not  getting  it,  went  to  law."  A  summons  to  the 
plaintiff  was  issued  by  the  Superior  Court,  of  its  own  motion,  to  show 
caiise  why  the  corporation  should  not  be  adjudged  in  contempt  for 
publishing  an  article  dealing  with  a  matter  on  trial  before  the  court. 
The  record  of  the  proceeding  in  the  contempt  case,  after  setting  out 
the  summons,  service,  the  appearance  of  the  corporation  and  the  hear- 
ing, concludes  as  follows:  "When,  after  hearing  all  matters  and 
things  concerning  said  publication  by  said  respondents,  it  appearing 
to  said  court  that  said  article  was  calculated  to  obstruct  the  course  of 
justice  in  said  court  and  prevent  a  fair  trial  of  said  case,  and  that  it 
was  a  contempt  of  said  court  for  said  corporation  to  publish  the  said 
article  during  the  said  trial,  it  was  therefore  ordered  by  said  court 
that  said  respondent  corporation  be  adjudged  guilty  of  contempt  of 
said  court  for  said  publication  of  said  article,  and  it  was  thereupon 
ordered  by  said  court  that  said  respondent  corporation  pay  a  fine  of 
$100,  and  it  was  further  ordered  that,  if  said  fine  be  not  paid  within 
twenty-four  hours,  an  execution  be  issued  against  said  respondent  cor- 
poration for  the  collection  of  said  fine  by  a  levy  on  its  property." 

F.  P.  Goulding  ( W.  C.  Mellish  with  him),  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

H.  Parker  and  G.  S.  Taft,  for  Commonwealth. 

EiELD,  C.  J.  [After  stating  the  case.]  It  is  contended  that  a  cor- 
poration cannot  be  guilty  of  a  criminal  contempt  of  court  although 
it  may  be  fined  for  what  is  called  a  civil  contempt.  It  is  said  that  an 
intent  cannot  be  imputed  to  a  corporation  in  criminal  proceedings.  It 
has  been  decided  in  this  Commonwealth  that  a  corporation  may  be 
liable  civilly  for  a  libel  or  a  malicious  prosecution.  Fogg  v.  Boston 
&  Lowell  Railroad,  148  Mass.  513.  Reed  v.  Home  Savings  Bank,  130  liZAjt^^  ^ 
Mass.  443.  We  think  that^^orporation  may  be  liable  criminally  for  --v<>-i^. 
certain  offences  of  which  a  specific  intent  may  be  a  necessary  element. 
There  is  no  more  difficulty  in  imputing  tQa  corporation  a  specific 
intent  in  criminal  proceedings,  than  in  civiLJ  A  corporation  cannot 
be  arrested  and  imprisoned  in  either  civil  or  criminal  proceedings, 
but  its  property  may  be  taken  either  as  compensation  for  a  private 
wrong  or  as  punishment  for  a  public  wrong.  In  most  of  the  States  of 
this  country  corporations  may  be  formed  under  general  laws  for  the 

I  Statement  abridged  from  opinion.  —  Ed. 

*  A  similar  writ  of  error  by  the  Gazette  Company  was  heard  at  the  same  time.  — Ed. 
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purpose  of  doing  almost  any  kind  of  business  as  easily  as  partner 
ships,  and  many  of  the  newspapers  are  published  by  corporations. 
Although  natural  persons  who  publish  or  assist  in  publishing  9.  libel 
in  a  newspaper  owned  by  a  corporation  may  be  punished  criminally 
by  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both,  yet  if  the  corporation  cannot  be 
punished  by  a  fine  it  will  escape  all  criminal  liability.  The  authors 
of  libels  are  often  irresponsible  persons,  and  the  remedy  by  private 
action  against  corporations  for  the  publishing  of  libellous  statements 
is  often  inadequate.  That  a  corporation  may  be  indicted  for  a  mis- 
feasance as  well  as  for  a  nonfeasance  has  been  decided  in  this  Com- 
monwealth. Commonwealth  v.  Neia  Bedford  Bridge,  2  Gray,  339. 
See  The  Queen  v.  Great  North  of  England  Railway,  9  Q.  B.  315,  326. 
A  corporation  may  be  indicted  for  a  libel.  State  v.  Atchison,  3  Lea, 
729 ;  S.  C.  31  Am.  Eep.  663,  and  note.  Brennan  v.  Tracy,  2  Mo. 
App.  640.  Pharmaceutical  Society  v.  London  &  Provincial  Supply 
Association,  5  App.  Cas.  867,  869,  870.  2  Bish.  New  Crim.  Law,  §  935, 
Newell,  Slander  &  Libel  (2d  ed.)  362,  363.  Odgers,  Libel  &  Slander, 
(3d  ed.)  436.     Thompson,  Corp.  §§  6418  et  seq. 

The  publication  of  an  article  in  a  newspaper  which  is  printed  and 
circulated  in  the  place  where  a  trial  is  had  pending  the  trial,  and 
which  concerns  the  cause  on  trial  and  is  calculated  to  prejudice  the 
jury  in  the  cause  and  prevent  a  fair  trial,  often  has  been  held  to  be  a 
criminal  contempt  of  the  court  trying  the  cause.  0' Shea  v.  0' Shea, 
15  P.  D.  59.  Ex  parte  Green,  7  Times  Law  Eep.  411.  Baw  v.  Eley, 
L.  E.  7  Eq.  49,  65.  Bamshotham  v.  Senior,  L.  E.  8  Eq.  575.  People  v. 
Wilson,  64  111.  195.  In  re  Sturoc,  48  N.  H.  428.  In  re  Cheeseman,  10 
Vroom,  116,  137.  State  v.  Frew,  24  W.  Va.  416.  Oswald,  Contempt 
of  court,  (2d  ed.)  58  et  seq.  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law,  (2d  ed.) 
59.  If  a  corporation  publishes  the  article,  we  see  no  reason  why  it 
should  not  be  held  liable  for  a  criminal  contempt.  Thompson,  Corp. 
§§  6448  et  seq.  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law,  (2d  ed.)  847  and  cases 
cited.  » 

[After  discussing  the  power  to  punish  for  contempt,  and  the  method 
of  procedure;] 

The  most  important  question  is  whether  the  publication  of  these 
articles  under  the  circumstances  stated  could  be  adjudged  a  contempt. 
The  articles  published  were  not  defamatory,  either  as  regards  the  pre- 
siding justice  of  the  court  or  the  jurors  before  whom  the  cause  referred 
to  was  being  tried,  or  the  parties  to  the  cause.  In  one  case  the  court 
discharged  the  treasurer  and  manager  of  the  newspaper,  and  in  the 
other  the  editor  and  the  publisher,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not 
shown  to  be  directly  responsible  for  the  publications.  It  is  probable, 
although  this  does  not  expressly  appear  in  the  papers  before  us,  that 
the  person  or  persons  employed  to  report  for  each  newspaper  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  court  wrote  the  articles  and  caused  them  to  be  pub 
lished.  The  Superior  Court  has  not  found  that  there  was  an  intent  to 
influence  the  trial  of  the  cause  referred  to  on  the  part  of  anybody. 
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The  articles  are  objectionable  only  because  they  purport  to  state  the 
amount  of  money  which  the  town  offered  to  pay  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
amount  the  plaintiff  demanded  before  the  petition  was  brought.  The 
law  encourages  attempts  to  settle  or  compromise  disputes  without 
subjecting  the  parties  to  any  liability,  if  the  attempts  fail,  of  having 
any  concessions  therein  made  to  avoid  litigation  put  in  evidence 
against  them  in  the  subsequent  litigation.  Upton  v.  South  Beading 
Branch  Bailroad,  9  Cash.  600.  Harrington  v.  Lincoln,  4  Gray,  563. 
Gay  V.  Bates,  99  Mass.  263.  Draper  v.  Hatfield,  124  Mass.  53.  We 
are  content  to  assume  that  the  person  or  persons  who  wrote  and 
caused  the  articles  to  be  published  did  not  know  this  rule  of  law,  and 
acted  without  any  intent  to  pervert  the  course  of  justice.  As  the 
only  intent  which  can  be  imputed  to  the  corporations  is  the  intent  of 
its  of&cers  or  agents,  the  question  is  whether  the  publication  of  these 
articles  without  any  intent  to  pervert  the  co'ii'«p  nf  jna.tMift..(?.a.n  be 

a.fljnrlcrpfl    a.   p.nn |hp.^!|tt;  —  I  1 1     Mij.i.ninUtn.n    Mji.sii:    Hall    Co.  V.  Lake,  58 

L.  J.  (n.  s.)  ti'k.  513,  it  is  said  that  it  must  be  shown  that  the  articles 
were  published  with  knowledge  of  the  pending  cause,  and  that  appears 
in  the  present  casesl  ~*> 

In  CaHwright's  Case,  ubi  supra,  it  is  said  by  the  court :  "  But  the 
jurisdiction  and  power  of  the  court  do  not  depend  upon  the  question 
whether  the  offence  might  or  might  not  be  punished  by  indictment. 
.  .  .  '  As  regards  the  question  whether  a  contempt  has  or  has  not 
been  committed,  it  does  not  depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  party, 
but  upon  the  act  he  has  done.'  By  'fancy,  C.  J.,  in  Wartman  v.  Wart- 
man,  Taney,  362,  370."  If  a  person  talk  with  or  send  a  statement  to 
a  juror  about  a  cause,  during  the  trial  of  it,  in  such  a  manner  that  it 
may  cause  prejudice  or  bias  in  the  cause,  although  the  intent  with 
which  the  person  acted  may  affect  the  amount  of  his  punishment,  he 
cannot  justify  his  conduct  by  showing  that  he  had  no  evil  intent,  and 
knew  no  better. 

It  was  not  necessary  that  the  Superior  Court  should  find  that  the 
articles  published  actually  had  been  read  by  some  of  the  jurors  while 
trying  the  cause  to  which  the  articles  referred.  Whey  plainly  had 
been  read  by  the  presiding  justice  during  the  trial^  and  it  was  likely 
that  they  had  been  read  by  some  of  the  jurojraTA  The  intention  of  the 
publisher  of  a  newspaper  is  that  it  should  he  bought  and  read  by  per- 
sons within  the  place  where  it  circulates.  Cases  before  a  court  should 
be  determined  on  evidence  presented  in  court.  It  is  an  inevitable  per- 
version of  the  proper  administration  of  justice  to  attempt  to  influ- 
ence the  judge  or  jury  in  the  determination  of  a  cause  pending  before 
them  by  statements  outside  of  the  court  room,  and  not  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  parties,  which  may  be  false,  and  even  if  they  are  true 
are  in  law  not  admissible  as  evidence. 

We  cannot  say  that  it  appears  that  the  Superior  Court  erred  in 
adjudging  that  the  publication  of  these  articles,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated,  was  a  contempt  of  that  court,  and  it  was  for  that  court 
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to  determine  whether  it  was  necessary  to  institute  proceedings  for 
contempt  in  order  to  vindicate  its  authority  to  secure  the  due  adminis- 
tration of  justice  in  a  cause  pending  before  it.  The  publications  con- 
tained statements  of  facts,  evidence  of  which  was  not  competent  at 
the  trial  and  was  not  introduced  at  the  trial,  and  they  were  so  made 
that  it  was  likely  that  the  presiding  justice  and  the  jurors  would  read 
them  during  the  trial,  and  the  natural  and  probable  effect  of  them 
would  be  improperly  to  influence  the  justice  and  the  jury  in  the 
determination  of  the  cause. 

'.The  proper  method  of  collecting  a  fine  imposed  upon  a  corporation 
is'lSy  a  levy  of  an  execution  issued  b^>the  court.  The  King  v.  Woolf, 
2  B.  &  Aid.  609  -,8.0.1  Chitty,  5^^  Huddleson  v.  Buffiti,  6  Ohio 
St.  604.  1  Chitty,  Grim.  Law  (2d  ed'i^TsU-  1  Bish.  New  Crim.  Proo. 
§§  1303  et  seq. 

•     Judgments  affirmed, 
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1869.     101  Mass.  57. 

Hoar,  J.  The  single  question  presented  for  our  decision  in  this 
cause,  all  others  which  arise  upon  the  report  having  been  waived,  is, 
whether  the  note  of  a  manufacturing  corporation,  in  the  hands  of  a 
holder  in  good  faith  for  value,  who  took  it  before  maturitj-,  and  without 
any  knowledge  that  the  makers  had  not  received  the  full  consideration, 
cannot  be  enforced  against  them,  because  it  was  in  fact  made  as  an  ac- 
commodation note. 

The  argument  for  the  defendants  takes  the  ground  that  to  issue  an 
accommodation  note  is  not  within  the  powers  conferred  upon  the  cor 
poration  ;  and  that,  as  anj'  persons  taking  it  had  notice  that  it  was  the 
note  of  tlie  corporation,  they  had  notice  that  it  was  of  no  validity  unless 
issued  for  a  purpose  within  the  scope  of  the  corporate  powers,  an^Twere 
therefore  bound  to  ascertain  not  onlj'  that  it  was  executed  by  the  oracer 
of  the  corporation  who  had  the  general  authority  to  sign  the  notes  which 
they  might  lawfully  make,  but  that  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  issued 
was  such  as  the  charter  authorized  them  to  entertain  and  execute!^ 

The  court  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  position  is  not  tenable,  ana  that 
the  defence  cannot  be  maintained. 

It  has  long  been  settled  in  this  Commonwealth  that  a  manufacturing 
corporation  has  the  power  to  make  a  negotiable  promissorj'  note.  N-m.r- 
ragansett  Bank  v.  Atlantic  Silk  Co.  3  Met.  282.     And  it  was  held  in 
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Bird  V.  Daggett,  97  Mass.  494,  as  a  just  corollary  to  that  proposition, 
that  such  a  note  in  the  hands  of  a  holder  in  ^ood  faith  for  value  is  bind- 
ing upon  the  maker,  although  made  as  an  accommodation  note.  Tlie 
qaestion  was  not  discussed,  nor  the  reasons  for  the  decision  fully  stated, 
In  Bird  v.  Daggett ;  but  it  was  assumed  that  the  doctrine  announced 
was  clear  and  undoubted  law. 

The  docti-ine  of  ^dtra  vires  has  been  carried  much  farther  in  England 
than  the  courts  in  this  country  have  been  disposed  to  extend  it ;  but, 
with  just  limitations,  the  principle  cannot  be  questioned,  that  the  limi-  ^w— «-«< 

tations  to  the  authority,  powers  and  liability  of  a  corporation  are  to  be  f^'^^^^^^\I^ 
found  in  the  act  creating  it.    ^d  it  no  doubt  follows,  as  claimed  by  'n  JU'-'>^ 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants,  that  when  powers  are  conferred  yA'^''*^\^i^ 
and  defined  by  statute,  every  one  dealingwith  the  corporation  is  pre-  '^' 

sumed  to  know  the  extent  of  those  powersTJ 

But  when  the  transaction  is  not  the  exercise  of  a  power  aot  conferred^ 
on  a  corporation,  but  the  abuse  of  a  general  power  in  a  particular  in- 
stance, the  abuse  not  Deing  Known  to  the  other  contracting  party,  the 
doctrine  ot  ultra  vires  does  not  appl3'.  As  was  said  by  Selden,  J.,  in 
Bissell  v.  Michigan  Southern  &  Northern  Tndietna  Bailroad  Co.  22 
N.  Y.  289,  290 :  "  There  are  no  doubt  cases  in  which  a  corporation 
would  be  estopped  from  setting  up  this  defence,  although  its  contract 
might  have  been  really  unauthorized.  It  would  not  be  available  in  a  suit 
brought  by  a  hotidfide  indorsee  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  provided 
the  corporation  was  authorized  to  give  notes  for  any  purpose ;  and  the  rea- 
son is,  that  the  corporation,  by  giving  the  note,  has  virtually  represented 
that  it  was  given  for  some  legitimate  purpose,  and  the  indorsee  could 
not  be  presumed  to  know  the  contrary.  The  note,  however,  if  given 
by  a  corporation  absolutely  prohibited  by  its  charter  from  giving  notes 
at  all,  would  be  voidable  not  only  in  the  hands  of  the  original  payee, 
but  in  those  of  any  subsequent  holder  ;  because  all  persons  dealing  with 
a  corporation  are  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  extent  of  its  chartered 
powers.  The  same  principle  is  applicable  to  contracts  not  negotiable. 
When  the  want  of  power  is  apparent  upon  comparing  the  act  done  with 
the  terms  of  the  charter,  the  party  dealing  with  the  corporation  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  knowledge  of  the  defect,  and  the  defence  of  ultra  vires 
is  available  against  him.  But  such  a  defence  would  not  be  permitted 
to  prevail  against  a  party  who  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  had  any 
knowledge  of  the  want  of  authority  to  make  the  contract.  Hence,  if 
the  question  of  power  depends  not  merely  upon  the  law  under  which 
the  corporation  acts,  but  upon  the  existence  of  certain  extrinsic  facts, 
resting  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  corporate  officers,  then 
the  corporation  would  be  estopped  from  denying  that  which,  by  assum- 
ing to  make  the  contract,  it  had  virtually  affirmed." 

This  doctrine  seems  to  us  sound  and  reasonable ;  and  in  conformit.y 
with  it,  it  was  held  in  Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Empire  Stone 
Dressing  Co.  5  Bosw.  275,  that  an  accommodation  acceptance  by  an 
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officer  of  a  manufacturing  corporation,  on  behalf  of  the  companj-, 
was  not  binding,  unless  the  consideration  had  been  advanced  upon 
the  faith  of  the  acceptance ;  but  that  if  the  consideration  was  paid  in 
good  faith  after  the  acceptance,  and  upon  the  credit  of  it,  it  could  be 
enforced. 

So  it  was  said  by  Lord  St.  Leonards  that  he  felt  a  disposition  "  to 
restrain  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires  to  clear  cases  of  excess  of  power, 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  other  party,  express  or  implied  from  the 
nature  of  the  corporation,  and  of  the  contract  entered  into."  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  Co.  v.  Hawkes,  5  H.  L.  Cas.  331,  373, 

The  cases  on  which  the  defendants  rely  are  cases  against  munici- 
pal corporations,  in  respect  to  which  the  rule  is  much  more  rigid,  or 
for  the  most  part  those  in  which  the  other  contracting  party  had 
notice  upon  the  face  of  the  transaction  of  the  want  of  corporate 
power. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  is  very  often  true  that  a  corporation 
may  be  responsible  for  the  unauthorized,  and  even  for  the  unlawful 
acts  of  its  agents,  apparently  clothed  with  its  authority.  No  corpora- 
tion is  empowered  by  its  charter  to  commit  an  assault  and  battery ; 
yet  it  has  frequently  been  held  accountable,  in  this  Commonwealth,  for 
one  committed  by  its  servants.  Bills  of  a  bank  issued  without  consid- 
eration, and  even  stolen,  are  good  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder 
for  value.  Many  other  illustrations  might  be  given,  but  enough  has 
been  said  to  show  the  principle  on  which  our  decision  rests. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

B.  H.  Dana,  Jr.,  &  T.  K.  Lothrop,  for  the  defendants. 

C.  A.  Welch  &  W.  W.  Warren,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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1893.    160  Massaehucetts,  177. 

Knowlton,  J.  The  defendant  is  an  educational  corporation.  The 
plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  received  through  the 
negligence  of  a  ferryman  in  managing  a  boat  on  which  he  was  a  pas- 
senger, and  which,  as  he  alleges,  the  defendant  was  using  at  a  public 
ferry  in  the  business  of  carrying  passengers  for  hire.  At  the  request 
of  the  defendant,  the  presiding  justice  ruled  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  warrant  a  finding  for  the  plaintiff,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant. The  defendant  contends  that  the  ruling  should  be  sustained 
on  one  or  both  of  two  grounds.  It  says  in  the  first  place,  that,  if  it 
maintained  the  ferry  and  hired  and  paid  the  ferryman,  the  business  was 
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ultra  vires,  and  therefore  it  is  not  liable  for  negligence  in  the  manage- 
ment  of  the  boat.  Secondly,  it  contends  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  connect  the  corporation  with  the  business  of  running  the  ferry-boat, 
or  to  show  that  the  ferryman  was  its  servant. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  corporations  are  liable  for  their  torts  as  nat- 
ural persons  are.  It  is  no  defence  to  an  action  for  a  tort  to  show  that 
the  corporation  is  not  authorized  by  its  charter  to  do  wrong.  Eecovery 
may  be  had  against  corporations  for  assault  and  battery,  for  libel  and 
for  malicious  prosecution,  as  well  as  for  torts  resulting  from  negligent 
management  of  the  corporate  business.  Moore  v.  Fitchburg  Railroad, 
4  Gray,  465.  Reed  v.  Home  Savings  Rank,  130  Mass.  443.  Fogg 
v.  Roston  &  Lowell  Railroad,  148  Mass.  513.  Philadelphia,  Wil- 
mington, <&  Raltimore  Railroad  v.  Quigley,  21  How.  202,  209.  Mer- 
chants' Bank  v.  State  Bank,  10  Wall.  604.  National  Banky.  Graham, 
100  U.  S.  699.  Gruber  v.  Washington  <&  Jamesville  Railroad,  92 
N.  C.  1.  Hussey  v.  Norfolk  Southern  Railroad,  98  N.  C.  34.  If  a 
corporation  by  its  officers  or  agents  unlawfully  injures  a  person,  whether 
intentionally  or  negligently,  it  would  be  most  unjust  to  allow  it  to  escape 
responsibility  on  the  ground  that  its  act  is  ultra  vires.  The  only  plaus- 
ible ground  on  which  the  defendant  in  the  present  case  can  contend 
that  it  should  be  exempt  from  liability  for  the  negligence  of  its  servant 
in  managing  the  ferry-boat  is  that  the  contract  to  carry  the  plaintiff 
was  ultra  vires,  and  therefore  invaUd,  and  that  the  duty  for  neglect  of 
which  the  plaintiff  sues  arose  out  of  the  contract,  and  disappears  with 
it  when  the  contract  appears  to  be  void.  The  defendant  may  argue 
that  the  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  contract 
to  use  proper  care  to  carry  him  safely,  and  that  he  stands  no  better 
when  he  sues  in  tort  for  failure  to  do  the  duty  which  grew  out  of  the 
contract. 

In  Bissell  v.  Michigan  Southern  cfc  Northern  Indiana  Railroad, 
22  N.  Y.  258,  the  plaintiff  founded  his  action  on  the  negligence  of  the 
two  defendants  while  jointly'  running  cars  on  a  railroad  in  a  State  to 
which  the  charter  of  neither  of  them  extended,  and  it  was  conceded 
that  the  defendants  were  acting  ultra  vires.  The  plaintiff  recovered, 
Comstock,  C.  J.  holding  in  an  elaborate  opinion  that  the  corporations 
were  liable  under  their  contract,  notwithstanding  that  the  contract  was 
ultra  vires,  and  that  if  thej'  could  not  be  held  under  their  contract  they 
could  not  be  held  at  all,  inasmuch  as  the  only  negligence  alleged  was  a 
failure  to  use  the  care  which  the  cont^ac|-,  calletjl  for.  Selden,  J.,  in  an 
""^^GaTly  full  and'eraBorate  opinion,  held  that  the  contract  for  carriage 
was  invalid,  and  that  there  could  be  no  recover^'  under  it,  nor  for  negli- 
gence founded  upon  it ;  but  it  was  his  opinion  that,  if  the  contract  were 
set  aside,  the  pefendants  owed  the  plaintiff  a  dutj'  founded  on  his  rela-  , 
tion  to  them  as  "an  occupant,  with  their  permission,  of  a  place  in  their  J 
car,  and  that  the  improper  management  of  the  car  was  a  neglect  of  ' 
that  duty  for  which  the  plaintiff  could  recover.  J  Gierke,  J.  agreed  with 
this  view,  and  all  but  one  of  the  other  judges  concurred  in  a  decision 
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for  the  plaintiff,  without  stating  the  ground  on  which  they  thought  the 
decision  should  be  placed.  This  case  was  followed  in  Buffett  v.  Troy 
&  Boston  Railroad,  40  N.  Y.  168,  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  railroad 
corporation  was  liable  for  negligence  of  the  driver  of  a  stage-coach 
which  it  was  running  without  a  legal  right  to  do  a  business  of  that 
kind ;  biit  the  opinion  does  not  show  whether  the  decision  is  founded 
on  the  opinion  of  Comstock,  C.  J.,  given  in  the  former  case,  or  on  that 
of  Selden,  J.  Like  decisions  have  been  made  under  similar  facts  in 
Central  Railroad  dt  Banking  Co.  v.  Smith,  76  Ala.  572  ;  Mw  York, 
Lake  Erie,  &  Western  Railway  v.  Haring,  18  Vroom,  137;  and 
Hutchinson  v.  Western  &  Atlantic  Railroad,  6  Heisk.  634. 

The  better  doctrine  seems  to  be  that  a  contract  made  by  a  corpora- 
tion in  violation  of  its  charter,  or  in  excess  of  the  powers  granted  to 
it  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  is  invalid  considered  merely  as  a 
contract,  and,  so  long  as  it  is  entirely  executory,  will  not  be  enforced. 
It  is  not  only  a  violation  of  a  private  trust,  viewed  in  reference  to  the 
stockholders,  but  it  is  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  which  intends  that 
corporations  deriving  their  powers  solely  from  the  Legislature  shall  not 
pass  beyond  the  limits  of  the  field  of  activity  in  which  they  are  per- 
mitted by  their  charter  to  work.  Monument  National  Bank  v.  Olobe 
Works,  101  Mass.  67.  Attorney  General  v.  Tudor  Ice  Co.  104  Mass. 
239.  Davis  v.  Old  Colony  Railroad,  131  Mass.  258.  Thomas  v. 
Railroad  Co.  101  U.  S.  71.  Leslie  v.  Lorillard,  110  N.  Y.  519. 
Linkauf  v.  Lombard,  137  N.  Y.  417.  East  Anglian  Railways  v. 
Eastern  Counties  Railway,  11  C.  B.  775,  803.  On  the  other  hand, 
courts  have  frequently  held  that,  while  such  contracts  considered  merely 
as  contracts  are  invalid,  they  involve  no  such  element  of  moral  or  legal 
wrong  as  to  forbid  their  enforcement  if  there  has  been  such  action  under  ■ 
them  as  to  work  injustice  if  they  are  set  aside.  Courts  have  been 
astute  to  discover  something  in  the  nature  of  an  equitable  estoppel 
against  one  who,  after  entering  into  such  a  contract  and  inducing  a 
change  of  condition  by  another  party,  attempts  to  avoid  the  contract 
bj'  a  plea  of  ultra  vires.  It  is  said  that  such  a  pie's,  will  not  avail  when 
to  allow  it  would  work  injustice  and  accomplish  legal  wrong.  Leslie  v. 
Lorillard,  110  N.  Y.  519.  Linkauf  v.  Lombard,  137  N.  Y.  417,  423. 
•^lany  cases  might  be  supposed  in  which  it  would  be  most  unjust  to  hold 
that  one  who  had  received  the  benefits  of  such  a  contract  might  retain 
them  and  leave  the  other  party  without  remedj-,  as  he  might  do  in 
a  supposable  case,  where  another  had  put  himself  at  a  disadvantage 
on  the  faith  of  a  contract  with  him  to  commit  a  crime.  Whether  in 
this  Commonwealth  a  contract  entered  into  b^'  a  corporation  ultra  vires, 
and  partly  performed,  will  ever  be  enforced  on  equitable  grounds,  we 
need  not  now  decide.  See  McGluer  v.  Manchester  S  Lawrence  Rail- 
road, 13  Gray,  124  ;  National  Pemherton  Bank  v.  Porter,  125  Mass. 
333;  Attleborough  National  Bank  v.  Rogers,  125  Mass.  339  ;  Atlai 
National  Bank  v.  Savery,  127  Mass.  75,  77 ;  Slater  Woollen  Co.  v. 
Zamb,  143  Mass.  420 ;  Prescott  National  Bank  v.  Butler,  157  Mass. 
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648 ;  IfationaJ  Bank  v.  Matthews,  98  U.  S.  621 ;  National  Bank  \. 
Whitney,  103  U.  S.  99  ;  Parish  v.  Wheeler,  22  N.  Y.  494 ;  Oil  Creek 
&  Allegheny  Biver  Bailroad  v.  Pennsylvania  Transportation  Co.  83 
Peun.  St.  160 ;  Bradley  v.  Ballard,  55  111.  413.  In  the  present  ease 
we  think  it  makes  no  difference  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  manufac- 
turing or  trading  corporation,  but  was  chartered  for  educational  pur- 
poses only.  It  could  acquire  and  hold  property,  make  contracts,  and 
do  anything  else  incidental  to  the  maintenance  of  the  school.  Doubt- 
less some  of  its  oflBcers  or  agents  thought  it  would  be  an  advantage  to 
its  students  and  managers  to  have  a  public  ferry  at  the  place  where  the 
plaintiff  was  injured.  tltF  maintenance  of  such  a  ferry  was  ultra  vires 
but  its  acts  in  that  respect  were  not  different  in  kind  from  the  ordinary 
acts  of  coi'porations  in  excess  of  the  powers  given  them  by  their  char- 
terTlWe  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  if  the  defendant  while  running 
— tbe-rerrj--boat  accepted  the  plaintiflf  as  a  passenger  to  be  transported 
for  hire,  and  undertook  to  carry  him  across  the  river,  he  was  in  the 
boat  as  a  licensee,  it  owed  him  the  duty  to  use  proper  care  to  carry 
him  safely,  and,  whether  an  action  could  be  maintained  for  a  breach  of 
the  contract  or  not,  it  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  tort  for 
neglect  of  that  dutj*. 

The  other  question  in  the  case  is  whether  there  was  evidence  that  the 
corporation  operated  the  feny.  Under  its  by-laws  the  management  of 
the  corporation  is  vested  in  a  board  of  trustees.  It  does  not  appear 
that  an}-  vote  was  ever  taken  in  regard  to  the  ferry,  and  it  was  not 
shown  that  any  officer  of  the  corporation  took  out  the  license  which 
was  granted  to  the  defendant  by  the  county  commissioners,  under  Pub. 
Sts.  c.  55,  §  1,  to  keep  the  ferry,  but  the  records  of  the  county  oom- 
missioners  show  that  such  a  license  was  granted,  and  that  a  bond  with 
sureties  was  given  to  the  county  of  Franklin,  with  the  condition  prop- 
erly to  perform  the  duty  of  a  ferryman,  executed  jn  behalf  of  the 
defendant  by  one  who  was  designated  as^perintendentjand  witnessed 
by  the  defendant's  cashier  and  paymaster.  It  further  appeared  that 
the  title  to  the  property  used  at  the  ferry  was  taken  by  Ambert  G. 
Moody,  one  of  the  trustees  of  the"  defendant,  who  was  then  a  student 
in  Amherst  College,  and  that  he  paid  for  it  only  a  nominal  sum  above 
the  mortgage  existing  upon  it,  and  that  he  and  the  defendant's  super- 
intendent, who  had  charge  of  its  farm,  employed  one  Deane  to  operate 
the  ferry,  who  was  paid  by  the  month,  and  who  turned  over  the  balance 
of  the  receipts  of  the  ferry  above  his  wages  to  the  defendant's  cashier 
and  paymaster.  For  the  month  of  April  Deane  was  paid  for  his  l^- 
services  by  the  defendant's  paymaster  out  of  the  defendant's  funds. 
In  June,  1890,  a  new  ferry-boat  was  constructed  under  an  arrange- 
ment with  Ambert  G.  Moody  and  Dwight  L.  Moody,  both  of  whom 
were  trustees  of  the  corporation,  and  was  paid  for  by  the  pajmas-  I 
ter  out~bf  "the  funds  of  the  corporation.  For  six  months,  and  until 
there  was  a  change  in  the  management  of  the  ferry,  the  defendant's 
cashier  and  paymaster  sent  to  the  treasurer,  who  lived  in  New  York, 
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-,   monthly  accounts,  showing  monthly  receipts  and  expenses  on  account 

y^  of  the  ferry.  Accompanying  the  first  of  these  accounts  was  a  state- 
ment that  the  school  was  running  the  ferry  and  paying  the  bills.  The 
treasurer  was  himself  a  trustee  of  the  corporation.  He  subsequently 
rendered  his  oflScial  report_tothe_corEoration,  which  was  audited  by  an- 
other of  the  trustees,  who3i3not  examine  the  items  in  person,  but 
caused  the  examination  to  be  made  by  a  man  in  his  employment.  This 
report  was  accepted  by  the  trustees  and  placed  on  file.  The  items  of 
receipts  and  expenditures  were  entered  on  the  books  of  the  treasurer 
in  an  account  under  the  title  "  ferry."  The  treasurer's  report  was  not 
put  in  evidence,  and  was  not  produced,  although  the  defendant  was 
notified  to  produce  it. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  original  authority  from  the  defendant  to  any- 
body to  operate  the  ferry  on  its  account,  but  the  evidence  is  plenary 
that  persons  connected  with  the  management  of  its  business  assumed 
so  to  operate  it.  The  important  question  is  whether  there  was  evidence  /__ 
that  the  corporation  ratified  the  acts  of  these  persons.  We  are  of  opin- 
ion that  there  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  have  found  such 
ratification.  It  is  not  necessarj'  that  the  ratiflcation  should  be  by  a 
fgrmajvote.  It  is  enough"  if  the^  corporation,  acting  througlTits  inaii- 
aging  omcers,  knowing  that  the  business  had  been  done  by  those  who 
assumed  to  act  as  its  agents  in  doing  it,  and  that  the  income  of  the 
business  had  been  received  and  the  expenses  of  it  paid  b^'  its  treasurer 
in  his  official  capacity,  and  that  the  balance  of  the  receipts  above  the 
expenditures  was  in  its  treasury,  adopted  the  action  of  its  treasurer, 
and  elected  to  keep  the  money.  It  was  a  fair  inference  of  fact,  especi- 
ally when  the  corporation  failed  to  produce  the  treasurer's  report  after 
notice  to  produce  it,  that  the  report  contained  a  true  statement  of  the 
accounts  which  related  to  the  ferry,  and  that  it  was  accepted  with  full 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  trustees  of  what  it  contained.  Whether 
there  was  a  ratification  by  the  corporation  was  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury  on  all  the  evidence.  • 

If  there  was  such  a  ratiflcation,  it  carried  with  it  the  consequences 
jhich  would  have  followed  an  original  authority.  In  Dempsey  v. 
Chambers,  154  Mass.  330,  it  was  held,  after  much  consideration,  that 
rii:;ification  of  an  unauthorized  act  would  make  the  principal  liable  in  an 
action  of  tort  for  an  injury  resulting  from  negligence  of  the  agent  in 
doing  the  act. 

We  ».te  of  opinion  that  the  case  should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury.  Exceptions  sustained. 

D.  MaZone,  for  the  plaintiff. 

C.  0.  Conant,  for  the  defendant 
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1884.    76  Alabama,  572.1 

Appeal  from  Circuit  Court. 

Action  bj-  Smith  against  the  appellant,  described  as  "  a  corporation 
created  bj'  the  laws  of  Georgia,  and  doing  business  in  Alabama  by 
agents."  Plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by 
the  sinking  of  the  steamboat  George  W.  Wylh/,  while  running  on  the 
Chattahoochee  river  ;  the  plaintiff  having  been  a  passenger  at  the  time. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendant  corporation  was  a  common 
carrier,  and  was,  in  connection  with  one  Whitesides  (who  was  not 
sued),  the  owner  and  proprietor  of  said  steamboat,  and  engaged  in 
running  and  operating  it  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  and 
freight  for  a  reward  ;  and  that  the  accident  and  injury  were  caused  by 
the  negligence  of  the  oflBcers  and  persons  in  charge  of  the  boat,  and  its 
unsound  and  rotten  condition.  The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and 
a  special  plea  which  averred,  in  substance,  that  it  bad  no  authority 
under  its  charter  to  engage  in  running  a  steamboat  on  the  Chattahoo- 
chee  river,  and  that  the  persons  who  were  engaged  in  running  said 
steamboat,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  loss  and  injury,  were  not  the 
agents  or  servants  of  said  defendant.  Issue  was  joined  on  both  of 
these  pleas. 

Upon  the  trial  certain  evidence  was  admitted,  against  defendant's 
objection,  to  prove  ownership  of  the  steamer,  and  partnership  or  agency 
in  operating  it. 

The  Court,  at  defendant's  request,  instructed  the  jury  that  the  de- 
fendant had-no  power  under  its  cliarter  to  own  or  operate  the  steam- 
boat. The  Court,  however,  at  plaintiff's  request,  added  to  this 
instruction:  "But  this  will  not  excuse  defendants,  if  the  evidence 
shows  they  did  operate  it."     To  this  addition,  defendant  excepted. 

J".  JD.  Moquemore,  SuXiA  John  Pecibody,  for  appellant. 

8.  F.  Bice,  and  it.  B.  Shorter,  contra. 

Clopton,  J.  [The  Court  held,  that  certain  evidence  was  Improperlj' 
admitted.  The  Court  also  held,  that  the  corporation  had  no  power, 
under  its  charter,  to  own  and  operate  the  steamboat  in  association  with 
a  natural  person.     The  opinion  then  proceeds  as  follows  :] 

7.  With  the  postulate  assumed,  that  the  defendant  has  no  authority 
to  own  and  operate,  in  association  with  a  natural  person,  a  steamboat 
on  the  Chattahoochee  river,  for  carrying  persons  and  freights,  there 
remains  to  be  considered  the  liability  of  the  defendant  to  a  person  for 
injuries  suffered  on  a  boat  thus  owned  and  operated,  while  a  passenger 
thereon. 

This  court  has  repeatedly  decided,  that  the  contracts  of  corporations, 
nhich  they  have  no  power  to  make,  are  void,  and  that  the  courts  will 

1  Statement  abridged.    Argument  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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not  enforce  them.  "  Such  contracts  on  the  part  of  a  corporation  are 
ultra  vires,  and  void,  and  no  right  of  action  can  spring  out  of  them." 

—  Marion  Sav.  Bank  v.  Dunkin,  54  Ala.  471 ;  Chambers  v.  Falkner, 
65  Ala.  448.  No  contract  made  by  a  corporation,  not  within  the 
scope  of  its  powers,  can  be  made  valid,  or  the  foundation  of  a  right 
of  action,  by  the  assent  of  the-  shareholders.  If  the  corporation 
attempts  to  carry  such  contract  into  execution,  dissentient  stockholders, 
though  a  minoritj',  may  restrain  its  consummation.  And  if  suit  is 
brought  against  the  corporation  on  such  contract,  they  may  avail 
themselves  of  the  defense  of  ultra  vires.  —  Davis  v.  Old  Col.  B.  S.  Co., 
131  Mass.  258.  The  settled  doctrine  of  this  court  is,  that  a  reception 
and  retention  of  the  fruits  and  benefits  of  the  transaction  do  not  estop 
the  corporation  from  denying  its  power  to  make  the  contract ;  though 
an  action  may  oe  maintained,  in  a  proper  case,  against  a  corporation, 
for  the  money  or  property*  received,  the  legal  effect  of  such  suit  being 
a  disaffirmance  of  the  prohibited  contract. 

Were  the  present  action  founded  on  a  contract  of  transportation,  it 
is  unquestionable,  that  the  defendant  could  successfully  interpose  the 
defense  of  ultra  vires.  The  action  is,  however,  ex  delicto,  founded  on 
the  common-law  dutj'  of  a  common  carrier.  The  plaintiff  does  not 
require  the  aid  of  an  illegal  contract  to  establish  his  case  ;  its  enforce- 
ment is  not  necessary  to  entitle  him  to  a  recoverj'.  The  rules  applica^ 
ble  are  those  which  govern  in  cases  of  torts  committed  b^'  a  corporation. 
The  question  is,  what  is  the  liability  of  a  corporation  for  a  tort,  com- 
mitted while  transacting  a  business  without  and  be^-ond  the  purview  of 
the  corporate  powers  and  purposes?  This  is  followed  bj-  another  ques- 
tion ;  bj'  what  authority',  and  in  what  manner,  can  a  corporation  be 
subjected  to  such  liability  ? 

While,  as  the  law  confers  no  power  or  permission  to  commit  a  wrong- 
ful act,  every  species  of  tort  maj'  be  technically  ultra  vires,  it  is  well 
established,  that  corporations  maj'  commit  almost  everj-  kind  of  tort, 
and  be  liable  to  an  action  for  the  same.  In  such  case,  the  doctrine  of 
ultra  vires  has  no  application.  — Mer.  Batik  v.  State  Bank,  10  Wall. 
604.  "  A  corporation  is  liable  to  the  same  extent,  and  under  the  same 
circumstances  as  a  natural  person,  for  the  consequences  of  its  wrong- 
ful acts,  and  will  be  held  to  respond  in  a  civil  action,  at  the  suit  of  an 
injured  party,  for  every  grade  and  description  of  forcible,  malicious,  or 
negligent  tort  or  wrong  which  it  commits,  however  foreign  to  its  nature, 
or  beyond  its  general  powers,  the  wrongful  transaction  or  act  may  be." 

—  N.T.  S  N.H.B.  B.  Co.  v.  Schuyler,  34  N.  Y.  30.  Accordingly, 
actions  have  been  maintained  against  corporations  for  libel,  malicious 
prosecutions,  assault,  and  other  torts  too  numerous  to  be  mentioned.  — 
Green  v.  Zon.  Gen.  Om.  Co.,  7  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  388  ;  F.  W.  d>  B.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Quigby,  21  How.  202 ;  Jordan  v.  Am.  Gt.  So.  B.  B.  Co.,  74 
Ala.  85.  Generally,  it  may  be  said,  that  corporations  are  liable  for  the 
consequences  of  tortious  acts  done  by  its  authority,  though  not  within 
the  scope  of  its  powers,  express,  implied,  or.  incidental.    The  distino- 
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tion  between  the  liability  of  a  corporation,  on  an  unauthorized  contract, 
and  for  a  negligent  or  wrongful  act  in  the  performance  of  such  con- 
tract, is  clearly  and  properly  drawn  by  Selden,  J.,  in  JBissell  v.  Mich. 
So.  &  Wo.  Ind.  R.  B.  Cos.,  22  N.  Y.  258 ;  which  was  an-action  by  a 
passenger  on  a  train  of  cars,  which  by  contract  the  two  companies  were 
unitedly  running,  for  a  breach  of  duty  to  convey  him  safely,  the  pas- 
senger having  been  injured  by  the  negligence  of  their  servants.  The 
defense  of  the  companies  was,  that,  in  making  the  contract,  they  trans- 
cended their  powers,  and,  consequently,  in  judgment  of  law,  they  were 
not  operating  the  road,  and  did  not  undertake  to  carry  the  plaintiff  ovei* 
it.  After  holding  that  the  contract  to  operate  the  consolidated  roads, 
and  to  transport  the  plaintiff,  was  illegal  and  void,  he  says:  "  It  fs 
said,  that  if  the  contract  was  ultra  vires,  and  the  corporation  is  pro- 
tected from  all  responsibility  for  its  violation  on  that  ground,  it  must 
be  equally'  free  from  responsibility  for  an  injury  inflicted  while  attempt- 
ing to  perform  it.  But  this,  I  apprehend,  by  no  means  follows,  though 
it  is  probably  true,  so  far  as  the  duty  to  observe  due  care  grows  out  of 
the  contract.  The  plaintiff's  claim,  however,  rests  not  upon  his  con- 
tract, but  upon  the  riglit  which  every  man  has  to  be  protected  from 
injury  through  the  carelessness  of  others.  It  lias  the  same  legal  foun- 
dation as  that  of  one  who  has  been  injured  by  the  negligent  driving  of 
some  person  upon  the  public  highway,  or  has  been  run  over  by  a  train 
of  cars,  wlien  crossing  the  railroad  track.  The  duty  to  observe  care, 
in  these  cases,  arises,  not  upon  anj-  contract,  but  from  tlie  obligation 
which  rests  upon  all  persons,  whether  natural  or  artificial,  so  to  con- 
duct as  not  through  their  negligence  to  inflict  injury  upon  others." 
An  exemption  from  liability  in  such  cases,  because  the  act  is  ultra 
vires,  would  be  a  license  to  corporations  to  do  wrongs  to  others. 
From  these  principles  it  follows,  that  if  the  defendant  undertook  the 
business  of  transporting  persons  by  a  mode  of  conveyance  other  than 
that  authorized  and  provided  by  the  charter,  its  duties  and  responsi- 
bilities to  a  passenger  are  the  same  as  if  the  business  was  authorized 
and  legal. 

8.  Bat,  before  the  duties  and  responsibilities  attach,  the  corporation 
must  undertake  and  engage  in  the  business,  and  thereby  assume  its 
burdens.  Of  tliis  there  can  be  no  implication,  from  the  isolated  fact, 
tliat  some  oflScer  or  agent  has  engaged,  in  the  name  of  the  company, 
in  running  and  operating  the  boats ;  in  other  words,  there  can  be  no 
implication  that  a  corporation  has  made  a  contract,  or  engaged  in 
business  transcending  its  powers.  —  Green's  Brice's  Ul.  Vires,  364. 
It  may  be  inferred  from  proved  circumstances,  as  other  facts,  but  is 
not  the  subject  of  implication.  Corporations  are  responsible  for  the 
wrongs  committed  by  their  officers,  agents,  or  servants,  while  in  the 
course  of  their  employment ;  but,  if  the  officer,  agent,  or  servant,  "  go 
beyond  the  range  of  his  employment  or  duties,  and  of  his  own  will  do 
an  unlawful  act  injurious  to  another,  the  agent  is  liable,  but  the  master 
or  employer  is  not."     Gilliam  v.  S.  S  N.  B.  B.  Co.,  70  Ala.  268. 
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The  limitation  is,  the  scope  of  the  employment,  or  delegated  authority. 
If  an  ofHcer  or  agent  can  not  directly  subject  the  corporation  to  liability 
for  his  tortious  act  bej'ond  the  range  and  course  of  his  emploj'raent, 
though  done  while  engaged  in  its  performance,  for  what  reason,  or  on 
what  principle  is  it,  that  an  officer  or  agent  can,  by  making  an  unlawful 
transaction,  and  engaging  in  an  unauthorized  and  unlawful  business,  in 
the  name  of  the  company,  without  the  authority  of  the  corporation, 
indirectly'  subject  it  to  liability  for  the  negligent  or  intentional  wrongs 
of  the  agents  or  servants  employed  by  him  in  the  performance  of  such 
contract,  or  in  carrying  on  such  business  ?  While  corporations  should 
be  held  to  a  strict  responsibility  for  the  wrongful  acts  of  their  employees, 
when  done  in  the  course  of  their  employment,  and  connected  with  the 
execiition  of  the  business  for  which  incorporated,  they  should  be  pro- 
tected against  the  consequences  of  unauthorized  acts  of  their  officers  or 
agents,  committed  in  excess  Of  its  powers,  and  unconnected  with  the 
business  or  purposes  of  their  incorporation  and  organization,  especially 
when  dealing  with  persons  charged  with  notice  of  their  powers,  and 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  employment  and  authoritj'  of  the  officer 
or  agent. 

In  Brokaw  v.  JST.  J.  B.  &  T.  Oo.,  32  N.  J,  Law,  328,  it  is  said  :  t;la 
^  considering  the  question  whether  the  agent  has  the  authority  of  the 
corporation,  so  as  to  make  it  answerable  for  his  act,  the_purposes  for 
whicly  the  company  was  incorporated  must  not  be  overlooke,d.  An 
auUjoxity  given  even  b3r  the  board  of  directors,  in  express  terms,  will 
not,  in  all  cases,  be  the  authority  of  the  corporation.  \  The  directors 
are  on^y  agents  themselvps^  gnrl  t.hp.ir  n^-yyers  are  nece^SarlHyn-linniterl 
within  the  scope  of  the  pin-pnapa  tflil'i  T^'^"'*^  l'*^"iiififfr]Lf!'-'M''i^ff'i'i  w^'S  created. 
oeyonj'wbicntue^rSeTKjrajittiorized  to  bind  the  corporation.^  To  fix 
the  liability  of  a  corporation  for  the  tortious  acts  of  one  of  its  employees, 
done  in  obedience  to  the  commands  of  its  officers,  the  act  must  be  con- 
nected with  the  transaction  of  the  business  for  which  the  company  was 
incorporated,  jf  the  directors  should  order  an  agent  to  take  a  person 
out  of  his  house  and  beat  him  ;j3iijf  the  directoi-a  of  a  hanking  company 
,  should  pur'cliase  a  steamboat,  ana  jangagaJjL transporting  nassengeFs. 
the  corporation  would  not  be  lialUe  for^  tha  jnisfeasa 
•tyr^eny~employ'e'a  'in  that  T^usTneaa' "  Tt  is  true  that  the  board  of 
directors  may  be  invested  by  the  charter,  or  general  law,  with  such 
management  and  authority  as  practically  to  constitute  it  the  corpora- 
tion; but,  Jiv  the  nrnvisinna  t^f  t.lip  ^j-jfiyf'"-  "P  *\\f  fjfjfpn^ants,  the 
directors  are  agents  and  representatives,  with  authQjilj;  U_mijia(i,.by  the 
8ti&perT5riHiie~powerSj.  business^  and  pui'pO"sSs  of't'Gecorporation.  It  will 
"be  observed  ITflFthe  business  was  "n'6t"(3arrie3  on  in  the  name  of  the 
corporation.  As  there  is  no  implied  authority  of  any  officer  or  agent 
to  make  an  uUror-vires  contract,  or  transaction,  and  on  that  ground 
merely  bind  the  corporation,  it  follows,  that  if  th^jflaJgjuaift^MJSfiiiaap'' 
and  engaged,  in  connection  with  Whitesides,  in  the  business  of  trans- 
porting persons  and  freight  on  the  Chattahoochee  river,  by  the  presi- 
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dent,  superintendent,  ojceyen.the  directors.  tTie  corporation  is  not  bound 
thereby,  and  is  not  liable  tor  tiie  negligent  or  wrongful  acts  of  the 
persons  employed  in  such  business,t.unless  the  transaction  was  pre- 

..  Viously  authorized,  or  snhsemipntly  rg1?R?H    h^.  th^  c^^rj^^y^tM^fiS     With. 

out  such  authority  or  ratification,  the  persons  thus  employed  are  not 
the  agents  or  employees  of  the  corporation.  As  the  immediate  or 
direct  act  of  the  oflflcer  or  agent,  in  such  case,  can  not  bind  the  cor- 
poration, his  mere  knowledge  of,  and  acquiescence  in  the  prosecution 
of  such  business,  are  not  tantamount  to  a  ratification  by  the  corporation. 
Considering  the  difference  between  the  principles  which  govern  the 
liability  of  the  company  for  the  tortious  acts  of  its  agents  committed  in 
the  course  of  their  authorized  emploj-ment,  and  its  liabilitj-  for  the 
tortious  acts  of  persons  employed  in  the  conduct, and  prosecution  of  a 
business  undertaken  on  behalf  of  the  corporation  b3'  its  agents,  beyond 
the  range  of  their  employment,  and  prohibited  by  the  laws  of  its 
creation,  the  previous  authority  or  subsequent  ratification,  in  order  to 
bind,  the  corporation,  must  be  in  corporate  capacity. 

A  corporation  is  an  artificial  bodj',  a  distinct  person,  in  legal  con- 
templation, from  the  stockholders,  in  which  the  corporate  propert3'  is 
vested.  Its  will  is  usuallj'  or  ordinarily  expressed  at  a  meeting  of  the 
corporators.  Its  officers  are  its  agents,  and  not  the  agents  of  the 
stocklioiaers. .  In  this  sense,  previous  authority,  to  bind  the  corpora- 
tion by  the  act  of  an  officer  or  agent  transcending  its  powers  and 
unconnected  with  its  authorized  business  and  purposes,  must  be  the 
result  of  corporate  action,  as  contradistinguished  from  the  individual 
action  of  the  stockholders  or  officers.  Subsegyjen^jgtificationresultg, 
whP-n  r„knn^Ylpdp|ft  of  li^^-hu^inpsa  hp|pp.  thus  ^pnrlnf!te.d._a.mi  nf  t|^p 
reception  an(^  ^ptpnt.inn  of  ita  fr^\\§  fijifj  hp.npfits.  |^  hronghthfi^f'  .to. 
the  corporators,  at  a  time,  and  under  circumstan^es_w]niiLJi£flUil£-theBi 

to  elect,  to  rpnnfjiptp  r-r    ho   hni^^^^  ?nT^pWgij    fr>  |^j|;^^m.ni-UM.  nnt  .    in 

■jotaer'^^riflfti  itny  fniftmi  •r'lTh  TfffJ^ld  be  a'ratiticationof..the,un3-.n^hprized 
1"^"  "^  "11  Tin""*'  ^T  "  prinfijp^^  '"^ho  is  a  natiiraLnersan-J 
"  An  application  of  these  principles  will  probabl3'  be  -a^ufflcwnt  guide 
on  another  trial. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 


■u  »/■'  ^fH^ 
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Re  PHCENIX   LIFE  ASSUEANCE   COMPANY ;    BUEGES 
&  STOCK'S   CASE. 

1862.     2  Johnson  4"  Hemming,  441. * 

The  Phoenix  Life  Assurance  Company  was  formed  under  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Act  (7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110),  under  a  deed  of  settlement, 
dated  May  5,  1848,  in  which  the  business  of  the  company  was  stated 
to  be  life  assurance. 

In  1858,  the  company,  in  accordance  with  a  vote  at  a  general  meet- 
ing, commenced  insuring  marine  risks.  The  company  issued  policies  to 
Messrs.  Burges  &  Stock  on  various  vessels,  on  some  of  which  losses 
occurred. 

In  1860,  an  order  was  made  for  winding  up  the  company. 

Burges  &  Stock  undertook  to  prove  against  the  company  for  the 
amount  of  their  claims  on  marine  policies. 

Giffard,  Q.C.,  and  J.  Hussell,  for  Burges  &  Stock. 

JETay,  for  the  creditors'  representative. 

Frj/  (/Sir  H.  Cairns,  Q.C.,  with  him),  for  the  ofl9cial  manager. 

Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  Vice-Chancellob.  [After  deciding  that  the 
claimants  would  not  be  allowed  to  prove  for  losses  upon  marine 
policies :] 

There  is  one  point  as  to  which  I  reserved  my  judgment,  viz.,  whether 
Messrs  Bui-ges  and  Stock  are  entitled  to  prove  for  the  amount  of  the 
premiums  paid  by  them.  It  appears  from  the  proceedings  that  the 
total  amount  of  premiums  received  falls  far  short  of  the  total  payments 
made  in  respect  of  the  marine  business,  but  this  cannot  affect  the  rights 
of  these  claimants.  They  have  had  no  consideration  for  the  premi- 
ums they  paid.  Ljhe  directors,  it  is  true,  had  no  power  to  issue  marine 
;^/'^[ji/^  •  policies,  but  they  hadjower  to  receive  money,  and  apply  it  for  the 
fk^*  benefit  of  the  compan^    It  is  proved  that  they  did  so  receive  and 

v^  apply  these  premiums,  and  the  amount  might  have  been  recovered,  even 

at  law,  as  money  had  and  received.  The  proof  must  therefore  be 
allowed  for  the  amount  of  the  premiums  paid. 

1  Statement  abridged.  Arguments  omitted.  Only  so  much  of  the  opinion  ia  giveb 
KS  relates  to  a  single  point.  —  Ed. 


*^- 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

COLLATERAL  ATTACK  UPON  THE  FORMATION  OF  A  CORPO- 
RATION. HEREIN  OF  THE  EXPRESSION  " DE  FACTO  COR- 
PORATION." 

(a)   Where  there  have  been  Dealings  between  the  Parties  on  a  Corporate  Basis. 

The  law '  deals  -with  rights,  and  the  corresponding  obligations. 
Every  right  belongs  to  a  legal  unit  or  units ;  every  obligation  binds  a 
legal  unit  or  units. 

A  human  being  is,  in  the  nature  of  things,  a  unit.  A  philosopher 
might  entertain  a  doubt  upon  this,  —  homo  might  seem  to  him  merely 
a  convenient  word  by  which  to  designate  a  large  number  of  molecules. 
But  the  common  law  judges  seem  never  to  have  doubted. 

A  human  being  may  be  so  circumstanced  that  the  courts  do  not  find 
it  proper  to  recognize  him  or  her  as  a  legal  unit  for  some,  or  any,  pur- 
pose. Thus  of  slaves,  monks,  aliens,  traitors,  lunatics,  infants,  and 
married  women.  But  usually  a  human  being  will  be  recognized  as  a 
legal  unit. 

Two  or  more  persons  may  unite  to  accomplish  a  common  purpose. 
Thus  is  formed  a  gild,  a  partnership,  a  college,  a  church,  a  club.  Will 
these  persons,  so  united,  be  recognized  by  the  courts  as  a  legal  unit  ? 

Undoubtedly,  if  the  sovereign  has  authorized  them  to  act  as  a  unit. 
Persons  so  authorized  are  said  to  be  incorporated.  A  corporation  de 
Jure  may  be  defined  as  a  body  of  persons  legally  authorized  to  act  as 
a  unit.^ 

But  suppose  the  sovereign  has  not  authorized  them.  Two  questions 
arise :  is  there  anything,  in  the  nature  of  things,  which  prevents  the 
associates  from  in  fact  acting  as  a  unit,  or  which  prevents  the  courts 
from  recognizing  them  as  a  legal  unit?  Are  there  sufficient  reasons 
of  policy  to  deter  the  courts  from  recognizing  such  a  body  as  a  legal 
unit  ? 

For  centuries  the  leading  case  on  corporations  in  England  was  the 
Case  of  Sutton's  Hospital.'    The  king,  at  the  petition  of  Sutton,  had 

1  This  is  a  reprint  of  a  portion  of  an  article  bj'  the  editor  in  21  Harvard  Law  Beview, 
305. 

2  A  corporation  sole  is  a  term,  not  altogether  happy,  but  established  by  usage,  indicating 
a  person  some  of  whose  rights  and  liabilities  are  permitted  by  law  to  pass  to  his  successors 
in  a  particular  office,  rather  than  to  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators.  Such  a  "cor- 
poration "  was  unknown  in  the  civil  law.     This  article  deals  with  corporations  aggregate. 

»  10  Coke,  1,  23  (1632). 
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granted  a  charter  for  the  purpose  of  incorporating  the  master  and 
governors  of  a  hospital  to  be  founded  by  Sutton.  Sutton  thereafter 
purported  to  convey  land  to  such  corporation.  His  heir  contended 
that  there  was  no  corporation,  and  that  the  conveyance  was  void,  hut 
the  court  held  both  the  incorporation  and  the  deed  to  he  valid. 

One  objection  raised  by  the  heir  was  that  "  until  there  be  an  actual 
hospital  and  poor  in  it,  there  cannot  be  governors  of  them,  for  gover- 
nors ought  not  to  be  idle,  or  as  cyphers  in  algebra."  '  The  court  held 
that  the  incorporation  of  the  persons  might  well  precede  the  founda- 
tion of  the  hospital.  We  find  this  language :  "And  it  is  great  reason 
that  an  hospital,  &c.,  in  expectancy  or  intendment,  or  nomination, 
should  be  sufB.cient  to  support  the  name  of  an  incorporation  when  the 
corporation  itself  is  only  in  dbstracto,  and  rests  only  in  intendment  and 
consideration  of  the  law ;  for  a  corporation  aggregate  of  many  is  invis- 
ible, immortal,  and  rests  only  in  intendment  and  consideration  of  the 
law.  .  .  .  They  cannot  commit  treason,  nor  be  outlawed,  nor  excommu- 
nicate, for  they  have  no  soul,  neither  can  they  appear  in  person,  but 
by  attorney.  ...  A  corporation  aggregate  of  many  cannot  do  fealty, 
for  an  invisible  body  can  neither  be  in  person  nor  swear."  ^  And,  on 
another  point,  the  report  runs  :  "  If  the  King  gives  licence  to  grant  to 
the  Mayor  and  Commonalty  of  Islington,  it  is  void  where  there  is  not 
any  such  incorporation,  although  the  inhabitants  of  Islington  be  after- 
wards incorporated  by  the  name  of  Mayor  and  Commonalty,  because 
there  was  no  such  corporation  in  rer'  natura  at  the  time  of  the 
grant." ' 

Blackstone  followed  Coke  :  A  corporation  aggregate  "  must  always 
appear  by  attorney,  for  it  cannot  appear  in  person,  being,  as  Sir  Ed- 
ward Coke  says,  invisible  and  existing  only  in  intendment  and  con- 
sideration of  law.  It  can  neither  maintain,  nor  be  made  defendant  to, 
an  action  of  battery,  or  such  like  personal  injuries  ;  for  a  corporation 
can  neither  beat  nor  be  beaten,  in  its  body  politic.  ...  It  cannot  be 
executor  or  administrator,  or  perform  any  personal  duties  ;  for  it  can- 
not take  an  oath  for  the  due  execution  of  the  office."  * 

Notwithstanding  the  great  respect  due  to  any  language  used  by  Coke 
and  Blackstone,  it  is  submitted  that  the  conception  of  a  corporation  as 
an  invisible  being,  existing  only  in  intendment  of  law,  makes  for  con- 
fusion. 

A  number  of  men  unite  to  accomplish  a  common  purpose.  This 
body  is  authorized  by  the  sovereign  to  act  as  a  unit.  There  is  no- 
thing in  rerum  natura  after  such  authority  has  been  given  which  was 
not  there  before.     There  is  no  mysticism  about  incorporation.     The , 

1  10  Coke,  23  h.  2  jud.  32  b. 

s  Ibid.  27  ft.  In  Bank  v.  Alien,  U  Vt.  302,  counsel  for  defendant  spoke  of  a  plea  of  mil 
tiel  corporation  as  equivalent  to  a  plea  of  nut  tiel persona  in  rerum  natura. 

*  1  Bl.  Comm.  476.  Marshall,  C.  J.,  used  similar  language  in  Dartmouth  College  v. 
Woodward,  4  Wheat.  (U.  S.),  518,  636.  In  a  later  case,  Sank  v.  Dandridge,  12  Wheat. 
(U.  S.),  64,  he  held  (in  a  dissenting  opinion)  that  an  oral  contract  cannot  be  binding  upon 
a  corporation,  because  a  corporation  has  no  voice. 
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sovereign's  charter  does  not  work  magic,  calling  forth  a  metaphysical 
being. 

When  the  reasons  of  policy  against  recognizing  a  married  woman  as 
a  legal  unit  gave  way,  the  courts,  in  henceforth  recognizing  her  as  a 
legal  unit,  did  not  biing  a  new  thing  in  rerum  naturam. 

The  conclusions  which  Coke  and  Blackstone  drew  from  their  con- 
ception of  a  corporation  have,  in  the  main,  ceased  to  be  law.  The 
notions  that  a  corporation  cannot  commit  a  trespass  upon  the  person 
and  cannot  be  an  executor  are  altogether  exploded. 

In  the  nature  of  things,  units  may  be  so  associated  together  as  to 
form  a  new  unit.  The  biologist  speaks  of  composite  units.  Persons, 
by  their  own  voluntary  action,  may  unite,  may  in  fact  form  a  new,  a 
composite,  unit,  quite  without  the  sovereign's  charter.  The  charter 
authorizes  what  was  before  unauthorized ;  it  does  not  make  possible 
what  was  before  impossible. 

From  very  early  times  the  courts  have  recognized  some  unchartered 
bodies  of  persons  as  legal  units.  These  bodies  were  called  corpora- 
tions of  common  right,  or  corporations  at  the  common  law.  Thus 
the  unchartered  parishioners  of  a  church  were,  for  some  purposes, 
a  corporation  at  the  common  law.'  A  corporation  at  the  common 
law  is  not  to  be  confounded  with  a  corporation  by  prescription,  t 
If  a  particular  body  of  men  and  their  predecessors  have  long  acted 
as  a  corporation,  such  long  user  lays  a  foundation  for  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  sovereign  had  in  ancient  times  granted  them  a 
charter,  and  that  this  has  been  lost.  But  the  parishioners  of  a  par- 
ticular church  did  not  need  to  show  that  they,  or  their  predecessors, 
had  long  acted  as  a  corporation.  It  was  enough  that  it  was  the  com- 
mon usage  for  parishioners  of  any  church  so  to  act.  There  were,  then, 
certain  unchartered  bodies  of  persons  which  were  recognized  by  the 
courts  as  legal  units ;  the  doctrine  is  treated  as  clearly  established  by 
both  Littleton  and  Fineux."  Now,  if  the  courts  could  recognize  as  legal 
units  some  unchartered  bodies  of  persons,  they  could  have  so  recog- 
nized all  such  bodies.  They  did  not  refuse  to  recognize  some  unchar- 
tered bodies  as  legal  units  because  of  any  obstacle  arising  out  of  the 
nature  of  things. 

In  New  Orleans  Co.  v.  Louisiana,^  quo  warranto  was  brought  in  a 
state  court  against  the  X  company,  and  judgment  was  rendered  tha,t 

1  See  Y.  B.,  11  Hen.  IV,  12  ;  Y.  B.,  37  Hen.  VI,  30;  Y.  B.,  8  Edw.  IV,  6;  Co.  Lit.  3  o; 
Finch's  Law,  c.  xvii;  Keilw.  32  a  ;  2  P.  Wms.  125;  4  Vin.  Abr.  525.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  article  it  would  be  unprofitable  to  inquire  whether  the  corporation  was,  strictly,  the 
whole  body  of  the  parishioners,  or  only  the  wardens  of  the  church.  In  Y.  B.,  12  Hen.  VII, 
27,  Fineux,  C.  J.,  held  that  the  parishioners  are  a  corporation  at  common  law  for  the  pur- 
pose of  protecting  the  goods  of  the  church,  but  are  not  a  corporation  for  other  purposes. 
There  had  been  a  note  in  Y.  B„  10  Hen.  IV,  3,  to  the  same  effect. 

2  Y.  B.,  20  Edw.  IV,  2  (per  Littleton);  Y.  B.,  14  Hen.  VIII,  2  (per  Fineux). 

There  is  also  evidence  tending  to  show  that,  in  early  times,  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in 
revenue  matters,  allowed  unchartered  bodies  of  men  to  be  sued,  and  evei  to  sue,  as  a  unit, 
Madox,  Firma  Burgi,  85,  91. 

8  180  U.  S.  320. 
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such  company  had  never  been  legally  incorporated.  The  individuals 
associated  in  the  company  were  not  named  as  parties  in  the  proceed- 
ing; the  company  was  the  sole  defendant,  being  served  in  the  method 
required  for  service  upon  a  corporation.  And  the  federal  court  held 
this  procedure  to  be  proper.  If  a  body  of  men,  not  authorized  by  the 
sovereign  to  act  as  a  unit,  cannot  in  fact  act  as  a  unit,  and  cannot  be 
treated  by  the  courts  as  a  legal  unit,  who  was  the  defendant  in  this 
proceeding  ? 

We  conclude  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  things  which  pre- 
vents a  body  of  persons,  unauthorized  by  the  sovereign  to  act  as  aunit, 
from  in  fact  acting  as  a  unit.  Legal  units  are  such  units  in  fact  as 
the  courts  see  fit  to  recognize  as  legal  units,  —  any  unit  in  fact  may 
be  so  recognized.  There  is  therefore  nothing  in  the  nature  of  things 
which  prevents  a  court  from  recognizing  as  a  legal  unit  a  body  of 
persons  unauthorized  by  the  sovereign  to  act  as  a  unit,  but  in  fact 
acting  as  a  unit. 

Are  there  sufficient  reasons  of  policy  to  prevent  the  courts  from 
recognizing  such  a  body  as  a  unit  ? 

Madox  states  that  "  anciently  a  Gild  either  Eeligious  or  Secular 
could  not  legally  be  set-up  without  the  King's  Licence.  If  any  Per- 
sons erected  a  Gild  without  Warrant,  that  is,  without  the  King's  leave, 
it  was  a  Trespass,  and  they  were  lyable  to  be  punished  for  it.  For 
example.  In  the  Twenty-sixth  year  of  K.  Henry  II  (1179),  several 
Gilds  in  London  were  amerced  to  the  Crown  as  Adulterine,  that  is,  as 
set-up  without  Warrant  from  the  King."  * 

In  his  chapter  "De  Libertates"  Bracton  puts  the  case  that  the  king 
should  grant  some  liberty  "  ut  si  alicui  universitati,  sicut  civibus  vel 
burgensibus  vel  aliquibus  aliis  q.  mercatum  habeant."*  It  appears, 
from  the  chapter  as  a  whole,  that  he  considered  this  liberty,  or  fran- 
chise, together  with  various  other  liberties,  to  be  under  the  control  of 
the  king  ("  in  manu  sua")  ;  and  that  private  persons  might  enjoy  it, 
"  sed  de  gratia  ipsius  Eegis  speciali." 

Y.  B.,  49  Edw.  Ill,  3  (1375).  A  devised  lands  to  B  for  life,  remain- 
der "  a  deux  des  meliour  homes  de  la  Guild  de  la  Fraternity  de  Whi- 
tawyers  en  Londres  "  forever.  A  died  without  heivs,  and  on  the  death 
of  B  the  king  claimed  the  land  by  escheat.  The  court  held  that  the 
devise  (after  B's  life  estate)  was  void.  Belknap  expressed  his  opinion 
that,  even  if  the  devise  had  been  to  "  the  Fraternity,"  it  would  not  have 
been  good,  because  the  commonalty  of  London  cannot  by  their  own 
act  create  a  community  within  the  community  without  the  charter  of 
the  King.  ...  A  Fraternity  is  not  a  term  known  to  the  law,  nor  can  a 
community  exist  without  a  charter.'    Knyvet,  Chancellor,  with  greater 

1  Firma  Burgi,  26.  2  Lib.  II,  c.  xxiv,  fol.  56. 

8  "  Le  commen  de  Londres  ne  poet  mj'  d'eux  mesme  faire  comen  deins  cest  comen  sans 
chartr  le  Roy.  .  .  .  Fraternity  n'est  my  terme  de  ley,  ne  comen  ne  puit  my  estre  sans 
chre." 
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precision  of  tliought,  said  that  this  commonalty  of  tlie  gild,  which  is 
not  confirined  by  the  king,  could  not  be  adjudged  a  hody  capable  of 
taking  an  estate  by  purchase.* 

Y.  B.,  20  Edw.  IV,  2  (1480).  B,  alderman  of  the  X  gild,  brought 
debt  against  C,  and  counted  upon  an  obligation  made  to  A,  sometime 
alderman  of  the  gild,  and  his  successors.  Objection  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not  shown  how  the  corporation  was  formed.  Objection  sustained. 
Littleton  took  a  distinction  between  a  "  corporation  of  common  right " 
and  a  gild.  The  judges  were  all  of  opinion  that,  if  suit  c.ould  be  main- 
tained, it  would  be  by  the  executor  of  A,  and  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
finally  remarked  that  he  had  told  his  client  so  in  the  beginning." 

In  Y.  B.,  14  Hen.  VIII,  2  (1522),  Fineux  remarked :  "  There  is  a 
corporation  by  the  Pope  alone,  as  those  mendicant  brothers  who  can- 
not purchase."  But  Brooke,  writing  after  the  Eeformation,  laid  it 
down  that  if  the  Pope  purports  to  create  a  corporation,  "  ideo  ceo  est 
usurpation  et  voyd  a  cest  jour  et  fuit  imperpetuum."  ' 

These  authorities  Tshow  that  from  a  very  early  date  the  sovereign 
asserted  that  he,  anoTie  alone,  could  lawfully  authorize  men  to  act  as 
a  unit.  Action  by  a  number  of  men  as  a  uuit,  without  his  authority, 
was  an  encroachment  upon  his  prerogativSr^ 

In  the  main,  this  assertion  was  supportea  By  the  courts.  A  gild,  in 
many  respects,  was  like  a  modern  town,^  and  it  is  easy  to  see  why 
the  courts  should  acquiesce  in  the  sovereign's  assertion  of  control  over 
such  bodies.  And  the  law  with  respect  to  gilds  became  the  law  gen- 
erally. '  The  doctrine  of  corporations  at  the  common  law  was  confined 
within  narrow  limits  —  was  regarded  as  an  historical  exception  to  the 
general  rule.  The  claim  by  the  city  of  London  of  a  right  to  incorpo- 
rate was  never  sanctioned ;  the  claim  of  the  Pope  was  certainly  not 
sanctioned  after  the  Eeformation.  We  find  Blackstone  laying  it  down 
that  the  sovereign's  consent  is  absolutely  necessary  to  the  erection  of 
any  corporation.  Such  consent,  he  explains,  is  implied  with  respect 
to  corporations  at  the  common  law.° 

In  the  United  States  the  courts  have  taken  a  position  similar  to 
that  of  Blackstone.'     It  has  been  accepted,  as  clear  and  long-settled 

I  "U  lie  poet  pas  estre  p.  la  ley  q.  c.  cominalty  de  la  Guilde,  q.  n'est  aflSrme  p.  chre  le 
Rov,  puiToit  etre  adjudgee  un  corps  de  purchace  estate." 

i  See  also  Y.  B.,  22  Edw.  IV,  34. 

s  1  Brooke,  Abr.  Corp.,  33.    See,  accord,  Dyer,  81,  pi.  64. 

*  "And  it  was  well  observed,  that  in  old  time  the  inhabitants  or  burgesses  of  a  town  or 
borough  were  inoorporated  when  the  King  granted  to  them  to  hare  gildam  mercatorium." 
10  Coke,  30  a.    And  see  Madox,  Firma  Burgi,  29. 

6  1  Bl.  Comm.  460. 

">  Corporations  at  the  common  law  have  been  but  rarely  mentioned  in  American  corporate 
law.  The  validitj',  however,  of  a  corporation  aggregate  at  the  common  law  was  recog- 
nized by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  Terreit  v. 
Taylor,  9  Cranch,  43,  46  (churchwardens),  and  in  Pawlet  v.  Clarh,  9  Cranch,  292,  328  (same). 
The  validity  of  a  corporation  sole  at  common  law  was  recognized  in  the  cases  just  cited 
(parson),  and  in  Governor  v.  Allen,  8  Humph.  (Tenn.),  176  (governor  of  a  .state).  As  to  a  cor- 
poration sole  by  virtue  of  a  statute,  see  Weston  v.  Bunt,  2  Mass.  500  (parson)  ;  Brunswich 
V.  Dunning,  7  Mass.  445  (parson)  ;  Jansen  v.  Ostrander,  1  Cow.  (N.  T.),  670,  679  (a  town 
officer  was  a  corporation  "  by  implication  from  the  act  creating  the  office  ")• 
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law,  that,  without  the  consent  of  the  state,  corporate  action  is  unau- 
thorized. 

It  follows  that  if  the  state  complains,  in  a  quo  warranto  or  similar 
proceeding,  of  unauthorized  corporate  action,  the  courts  will  grant  the 
state  appropriate  relief.     This  is  clear  law. 

But  suppose  that  the  state  does  not  complain.  Ought  the  courts 
to  allow  the  question  of  legal  incorporation  to  be  raised  collaterally? 
Is  the  assumption  of  the  corporate  privilege  equivalent  to  a  grant  of 
the  corporate,  privilege  until  the  state  intervenes  ? 


St.  6  George  I,  c.  18,  §§  xviii  and  xix  (1719). 

XVIII.  And  whereas  it  is  notorious,  that  several  undertakings  or 
projects  of  different  kinds  have,  at  some  time  or  times  since  the  four 
and  twentieth  day  of  June  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  eighteen, 
been  publicly  contrived  and  practised,  or  attempted  to  be  practised, 
within  the  city  of  London  and  other  parts  of  this  kingdom,  as  also  in 
Ireland,  and  other  his  Majesty's  dominions,  which  manifestly  tend  to 
the  common  grievance,  prejudice,  and  inconvenience  of  great  numbers 
of  your  Majesty's  subjects  in  their  trade  or  commerce,  and  other  their 
affairs ;  and  the  persons  who  contrive  or  attempt  such  dangerous  and 
mischievous  undertakings  or  projects,  under  false  pretences  of  public 
good,  do  presume,  according  to  their  own  devices  and  schemes,  to  open 
books  for  public  subscriptions,  and  draw  in  many  unwary  persons  to 
subscribe  therein  towards  raising  great  sums  of  money,  whereupon  the 
subscribers  or  claimants  under  them  do  pay  small  proportions  thereof, 
and  such  proportions  in  the^whole  do  amount  to  very  large  sums ; 
which  dangerous  and  mischievous  unHertalnngs  of'^rojeo?i'dcrrelate 
to  several  fisheries,  and  other  affairs,  wherein  the  trade,  commerce,  and 
welfare  of  your  Majesty's  subjects,  or  great  numbers  of  them,  are  con- 
cerned or  interested :  and  whereas  in  many  cases  the  said  undertakers 
or  subscribers  have,  since  the  said  four  and  twentieth  day  of  June  one 
thousand  seven  hundred  and  eighteen,  presumed  to  act  as  if  they 
were  corporate  bodies,  and  have  pretended  to  make  ttieir  shares  in 
stock'trangferaEte!  or  assignable,  without  any  legal  authority,  either 
by^  act  of  parliament,  or  by  any  charter  from~fEe"^erowirToFS5  doing ; 
and  in  some  cases  the  undertakers  or  subscribers,  since  the  said  four 
and  twentieth  day  of  June  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  eighteen, 
have  acted  or  pretended  to  act  under  some  charter  or  charters  for- 
merly granted  by  the  crown  tor  sorne  pa rti en lair_fliL  special  purposes 
therein  expressed,  but  jiaye  used  or  endeavored  to  use  the  same  charters 
for  raising  joint  stocks,  and  for  making  transfers 'oFSSSi^iTireuts,  or 
pretended  transfers  or  assignments  for  their  own  private  lucre,  which 
were  never  intended,  or  designed  by  the  same  charters  respectively-; 


COLLATERAL  ATTACK  ON  INCOEPOEATION.  185 

and  in  some  cases  the  undertakers  or  subscribers,  since  the  said  four 
and  t-wentieth  day  of  June  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  eighteen, 
have  acted  under  some  obsolete  nha.i-ter  or  charters,  although  the  same 
became  void  or  voidable  by  non-user  or  abuser,  or  for  want  of  making 
lawful  elections,  which  were  necessary  for  the  continuance  thereof ; 
and  many  other  unwarrantable  practices  (too  many  to  enumerate) 
have  been,  and  daily  are  and  may  hereafter  be  contrived,  set  on  foot, 
or  proceeded  upon,  to  the  ruin  and  destruction  of  many  of  your  Maj- 
esty's good  subjects,  if  a  timely  remedy  be  not  provided:  and  whereas 
it  is  become  absolutely  necessary,  that  all  public  undertakings  and 
attempts,  tending  to  the  common  grievance,  prejudice,  and  incon- 
venience of  your  Majesty's  subjects  in  general,  or  great  numbers  of 
them,  in  their  trade,  commerce,  or  other  lawful  affairs,  be  effectually 
suppressed  and  restrained  for  the  future,  by  suitable  and  adequate 
punishments  for  that  purpose  to  be  ascertained  and  established  :  now 
for  suppressing  such  mischievous  and  dangerous  undertakings  and 
attempts,  and  preventing  the  like  for  the  future,  may  it  please  your 
most  excellent  Majesty,  at  the  humble  suit  of  the  said  lords  spiritual 
and  temporal  and  commons,  in  this  present  parliament  assembled, 
that  it  may  be  enacted  ;  and  be  it  enacted  by  authority  of  this  present 
parliament,  that  from  and  after  the  four  and  twentieth  day  of  June 
one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  twenty,  all  and  every  the  undertak- 
ings  and  attempts  described,  as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  public  under- 
takings and  attenipts,  tending  to  tiie  common  grievance,  prejMlUB,  Siii'd 
inconvenience  of  his  Majesty's  subjects,  or  great  numbers  of  them,  in 
their  trade,  commerce,  or  other  lawful  affairs,  and  all  public^ubscrip- 
tions.  receipts,  payments,  assignments,  transfers,  pretended  assign- 
ments and  transfers,  and  all  other  matters  and  things,  whatsoever,  for 
furthering,  countenancing  or  proceeding  in  any  such  undertaking  or 
attempt,  and  more  particularly  the  acting  or  presuming  to  act  as  a 
corporate  body  or  bodies,  the  raising  or  pretending  to  raise  transfer- 
able stock  or  stocks,  the  transferring  or  pretending  to  transfer  or 
assign  any  share  or  shares  in  such  stock  or  stocks,  without  legal 
authority,  either  by  act  of  parliament,  or  by  a,ny  charter  lrom_f|ie 
crowri'r'E&''iviEiil'rant"  such  acting  as  a  bocty  corporate,  or  to  raise  such 
transferable  stock  or  stocks,  or  to  transfer  shares  therein,  and  all  act- 
ing or  pretending  to  act  under  any  charter^  formerly  granted  from 
the  p,^n-wn..for  particular  or  special  purposes  therein  expressed,  by 
persons  who  do  or  shall  use  or  endeavor  to  use  iii§^a.ffi,e.eliar^^s,  for 
raising  a^cagital^ock,  or  for  making  transfers  or  assignments,  or 
pretended  transfers  or  assignments  of  such  stock,  not  intended  or  de- 
signed by  such  charter  to  be  raised  or  transferred,  and  all  acting  or 
pretending  to  act  un'der  any  pbsolete  charter  become  void  or  voidable 
by  non-user  or  abuser,  or  for  want  of  makffig  lawful  elections,  which 
were  necessary  to  continue  the  corporation  thereby  intended,  shall 
as  to  all  or  any  such  acts,  matters,  and  things,  as  shall  be  acted, 
done,  attempted,  endeavored,  or  proceeded  upon,  after  the  said  four 
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and  twentieth  day  of  June  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  twenty) 
forever  be  deemed  to  be  illegal  and  void,  and  shall  not  be  practised 
or  in  any  wise  put  in  execution. 

XIX.  And  be  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that  from 
and  after  the  said  four  and  twentieth  day  of  June  one  thousand 
seven  hundred  and  twenty,  all  such  unlawful  undertakings  and  at- 
tempts, so  tending  to  the  common  grievance,  prejudice,  and  incon- 
venience of  his  Majesty's  subjects,  or  a  great  number  of  them,  in 
their  trade,  commerce,  or  other  lawful  affairs,  and  the  making  or 
taking  of  any  subscriptions  for  that  purpose,  the  receiving  or  paying 
of  any  money  upon  such  subscriptions,  the  making  or  accepting  of 
any  assignment  or  transfer,  or  pretended  assignment  or  transfer,  of 
any  share  or  shares  upon  any  such  subscription,  and  all  and  every 
other  matter  and  thing  whutsopivfir,  fnr  fnytljf.rin^,  countenancing,  or 
proceedingji_.a.ny..sur:',h  unlawful  undertaking  or  attempt,  and  more 
particularly  the  presuming  or  pretending  to  act  as  a  corpoBfe.  Ippdy, 
or  to  raise  a  transferable  stock  or  stocks,  or  to  make  transfers  or 
assignments  of  any  share  or  shares  therein,  without  such  legal  au- 
thorjjiy,  as  aforesaid,  and  all  acting  or  pretending  to  act  under  any  ]^ 
"charter  formerly  granted  from  the  crown  for  any  particular  or  special 
purposes  therein  expressed,  by  persons  making  or  endeavoring  to 
make  use  of  such  charter  for  any  such  other  purpose  not  thereby 
intended,  and  all  acting  or  pretending  to  act  under  any  such  obsolete 
charter  as  is  before  described,  and  every  of  them  (as  to  all  or  any 
such  acts,  matters  or  things  as  shall  be  so  acted,  done,  attempted,  en- 
deavored or  proceeded  upon,  after  the  said  four  and  twentieth  day 
of  June  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  twenty)  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  a  public  nuisance,  and  nuisances,  and  the  same,  and  all  causes, 
matters,  and  things  relating  thereto,  and  every  of  them,  shall  forever 
hereafter  be  examined,  heard,  tried,  and  determined  as  common  nui- 
sances  are  to  be  examined,  heard,  tried,  and  determined  by  or  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  this  realm  ;  and  all  offenders  therein,  being  thereof 
lawfully  convicted  upon  information  or  indictment,  in  any  of  his 
Majesty's  courts  of  record  at  Westminster,  or  in  Edinburgh,  or  in 
Dublin,  shall  be  liable  to  such  fines,  penalties,  and  punishments, 
whereunto  persons  convicted  for  common  and  public  nuisances  are,  by 
any  of  the  laws-  and  statutes  of  this  realm,  subject  and  liable ;  and 
moreover  shall  incur  and  sustain  any  further  paTns,  penalties,  and  for- 
feitures, as  were  ordained  and  provided  by  the  statute  of  provision 
and  praemunire  made  in  the  sixteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  King  Eich- 
ard  the  Second. 
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1828.    5  Bingham,  248. 

Debt  on  a  bond,  conditioned  for  paying  plaintiff  £10,000,  upon  his 
forming  a  company  and  procuring  purchasers  for  shares  therein.  The 
plea  stated,  among  other  things,  that  it  was  the  intent  of  the  parties 
that  the  company  should  be  formed  for  the  purpose  of  acting  as  a 
corporate  body  and  of  having  transferable  shares,  —  and  this  without 
charter  from  the  king.     A  demurrer  to  this  plea  was  overruled. 

Best,  C.  J.,  said,  on  this  point :  The  seventh  plea  states,  and  the 
demurrer  admits,  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  intended  that 
the  company  which  the  plaintiff  undertook  to  form  should  act  as  a 
corporate  body  without  any  charter  from  the  king,  and  that  the  benefit 
of  the  letters  patent  were  to  be  enjoyed  by  this  pretended  corporate 
body,  and  that  the  capital  of  this  body  was  to  be  divided  into  10,000 
shares,  which  were  to  be  transferable  and  assignable. 

It  has  been  said  at  the  bar,  that  the  parties  might  intend  to  obtain 
an  act  of  parliament  to  give  this  body  a  legal  existence.  Kothing  of 
this  intention  appears  on  the  record. 

It  has  been  further  said,  that  the  defendant  should  have  shown  how 
the  parties  intended  to  act  as  a  corporation.  If  this  is  not  correctly 
pleaded,  advantage  should  have  been  taken  of  the  technical  defect  by 
special  demurrer.  If  what  they  intended  to  do  would  not  have  been 
acting  as  a  corporation,  they  should  have  traversed  the  plea.  By  de- 
murring, the  plaintiff  has  confessed  himself  guilty  of  intending  to 
form  a  company  that  was  to  act  as  a  corporation. 

But  the  shares  were  to  be  transferable.  There  can  be  no  transfera- 
ble shares  of  any  stock  except  the  stock  of  corporations,  or  of  joint- 
stock  companies  created  by  acts  of  parliament.  When  it  is  said  the 
shares  were  to  be  transferable,  that  must  mean,  'that  the  assignee  was 
to  be  placed  in  the  precise  situation  that  the  assignor  stood  in  before 
the  assignment ;  that  the  assignee  was  to  have  all  the  rights  of  the 
assignor,  and  to  take  upon  him  all  his  liability.  Now  the  assignee  can 
join  in  no  action  for  a  cause  of  action  that  accrued  before  the  assign- 
ment. Such  rights  of  action  must  still  remain  in  the  assignor,  who, 
notwithstanding  he  has  retired  from  the  company,  will  still  remain 
liable  for  every  debt  contracted  by  the  company  before  he  ceased  to 
be  a  member.  Indeed,  the  members  of  corporations  cannot  assign 
their  interest,  and  force  their  assignees  into  the  corporation,  without 
the  authority  of  an  act  of  parliament.  Such  authority  is  expressly 
given  by  the  bank  acts,  the  South-Sea  acts,  and  by  other  statutes  cre- 
ating companies  that  possessed  stock,  which  it  was  deemed  proper  to 
be  rendered  transferable. 

The  pretending  to  be  possessed  of  transferable  stock  is  pretending 
to  act  as  a  corporation,  and  pretending  to  possess  a  privilege  which 
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does  not  belong  to  many  corporations.  But  this  is  put  only  as  one  of 
tlie  proofs  of  the  intention  of  the  projectors  of  this  company  that  it 
should  act  as  a  corporation.  It  is  not  necessary  on  these  pleadings  to 
decide  whether  the  forming  a  company  with  such  shares  is  of  itself, 
without  other  circumstances,  pretending  to  act  as  a  corporation ;  be- 
cause, it  is  by  the  pleadings  distinctly  admitted,  that  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  intended  that  the  company  should  act  as  a  corporation. 
Persons  who,  without  the  sanction  of  the  legislature,  presume  to  act 
as  a  corporation,  are  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  a  king,  by  usurping  on 
his  prerogative.  By  the  9th  of  Anne,  c.  20,  the  court  may  not  only 
give  judgment  of  ouster,  but  may  fine  a  defendant  convicted  on  a  quo 
warranto.  This  shows  that  the  usurpation  is  considered  as  a  crimina], 
act.  But  it  has  been  insisted,  that  the  usurpation  is  only  criminal 
where  a  party,  without  authority,  acts  in  a  public  of&ee,  and  that  the 
pretended  corporation  which  these  parties  were  to  set  up  did  not  affect 
the  public,  but  was  a  scheme  with  which  certain  individuals  only  were 
connected.  Most  of  the  statutes  relative  to  quo  warrantos,  from  the 
Statute  of  Gloucester  down  to  the  9th  of  Anne  inclusive,  have  the  wordis 
offices  and  franchises.  Franchises  are  privileges  for  the  advantage  of 
individuals.  In  Com.  Dig.  title  Quo  Warranto,  many  things  are  men- 
tioned as  matters  for  which  quo  warranto  will  lie,  which  are  valuable 
only  to  the  individuals  who  claim  them  against  the  crown,  and  are 
not  connected  with  any  public  duty.  But  it  concerns  the  public  that 
bodies,  composed  of  a  great  number  of  persons  with  large  disposable 
capitals,  should  not  be  formed  Without  the  authority  of  the  crown,  and 
subject  to  such  regulations  as  the  king  in  his  wisdom  may  deem  neces- 
sary for  the  public  security. 

The  acting  as  such  a  corporation,  without  charter  from  the  crown, 
is  contrary  to  law,  and  no  man  can  maintain  an  action  on  a  bond  given 
to  secure  payment  of  a  compensation  to  the  obligee  for  the  formatioii 
of  any  such  pretended  corporations.  For  these  reasons,  judgment  must 
be  for  the  defendant. 
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CALLENDER  v.  PAINESVILLE   &  HUDSON  RAILROAD  CO. 

I860.     11  Ohio  State,  516A 

Eekor  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Cuyahoga  Countj'. 
Reserved  In  District  Court. 

Plaintiffs  filed  petition  to  recover  debt  and  damages  claimed  under  a 
written  contract  of  defendant,  an  incorporated  company,  executed  on 
the  part  of  the  company  by  Van  R.  Humphrey,  as  its  president. 

George  W.  Steele  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss ;  stating  that  he  was  a 
member  and  secretary  of  the  company,  denying  the  validitj-  of  the  ser- 
vice of  the  summons,  and  alleging  that  said  company  is  not  a  corpora- 
tion. The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  dismissed  the  action,  holding  that, 
in  view  of  the  defects  in  the  certificate  of  organization  under  the 
general  statute,  the  defendant  was  not  a  duly  organized  corporation  or 
liable  to  be  sued  as  such.  j, 

SuTLiFF,  J.  [After  considering  the  question  as  to  the  validitj*  of 
the  certificate,  and  intimating  that  the  only  objection  to  it  raised  b^- 
counsel  was  untenable.] 

But  in  this  case  the  original  petition  alleged  that  the  defendant  was 
a  corporation.  The  contract  upon  which  the  action  was  brought,  a 
copy  of  which  was  appended  to  the  petition,  purported  to  be  executed 
by  the  defendant,  as  a  corporation ;  jund'  the  motion  and  the  affidavit 
of  the  mover,  disclosed,  at  most,  bnlj'  a  defect  in  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tioaJ  But  the  afl[idavit  admits  that  the  company  had  attempted  in  all  /,^ 
respects  to  complj'  with  the  requisitions  of  the  statute,  and  in  fact  ob- 
tained, by  a  supposed  compliance  on  their  part,  the  acceptance  and 
record  of  their  certificate  by  the  secretary  of  state,  a  copy  of  which 
was  to  them  a  valid  charter,  as  they  supposed.  And  the  aflSant  further 
states  that  he  had  acted  as  their  secretary  for  some  three  years,  and 
that  the  president  of  the  companj'  was  then  residing  at  Painesville, 
where  the  company  then  kept  its  office. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  members  of  the  company  obtained  their 
charter,  supposed  themselves  a  legally  incorporated  company,  and  had 
continued  to  hold  themselves  out,  and  to  act  as  such,  to  and  with  the 
public,  and  are  still  so  acting.  Nor  is  there  any  denial,  either  in  the 
motion  or  aflSdavit  of  Steele,  that  their  president,  Humphrey,  was 
not  authorized  by  himself  and  others  of  the  association,  to  execute 
said  contract  on  behalf  of  the  association,  as  an  incorporated  company. 

Under  such  circumstances,  the  members  of  the  company,  and  espe- 
cially the  officers  of  the  companj-,  are  estopped  to  deny  its  existence  as  a 
corporation.  However  mistaken  in  fact,  no  person,  whether  artificial  or 
natural,  is  permitted  to  so  conduct  and  represent  himself  as  to  induce 
reasonable  men,  at  his  instance,  to  act  upon  the  truth  of  such  represen- 
tations in  their  contracts  and  dealings  with  him,  and  to  then  deny  the 

1  Only  so  much  of  the  case  is  given  as  relates  to  one  point.  —  Ed. 
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truth  of  such  representations,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  party  so  having 
relied  upon  them. 

In  order  for  the  compan}',  or  any  member  thereof,  to  so  repudiate  its 
conduct,  and  disprove  the  truth  of  its  own  representation,  it  is  neces- 
sary for  it,  not  only  to  show  an  honest  mistake,  but  that  such  mistaken 
representation  had  not  induced  the  adversary  party,  in  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  prudence  on  his  part,  to  give  the  credit,  make  the  contract, 
and  act  under  it  in  confidence  of  the  truth  of  such  conduct  and 
representations. 

But  in  this  case,  not  onlj'  has  the  association  obtained  a  copy  of  the 
certificate,  its  charter  of  incorporation,  and  represented  Itself  to  the 
other  party  to  be  a  corporation,  by  making  the  contract  in  that  capa- 
city; but  it  has  continued  to  act  in  a  corporate  capacity  down  to  the 
time  of  filing  the  motion  ;  and  the  member  so  filing  the  motion  states 
that  he  is  still, the  officer  of  the  corporation.  It  thus  appears  that,  in- 
stead of  contradicting  the  misrepresentation,  before  the  contract  was 
made,  the  company  had  not,  even  aPCer  making  the  contract,  either  in 
conduct  or  representation,  ever  denied  their  corporate  character. 

Under  such  circumstances,  to  suffer  the  defendants  to  repudiate 
their  first  conduct,  and  deny  the  truth  of  their  representations,  by 
which  the  plaintiffs  had  been  induced  to  contract  with  them,  and  upon 
which  both  parties  had  acted,  would  be  in  contravention  of  those  prin- 
ciples of  equity  upon  which  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  rests,  and  its 
operative  efiect  to  prevent  fraud  depends. 

We  are,  therefore,  clearly  of  opinion  that,  at  the  time  of  the  hearing 
of  the  motion,  the  company  and  its  members  who  had  so  held  them- 
selves out  to  be  a  corporation,  were  estopped  to  deny  that  fact,  for  any 
defect  whatsoever,  if  the  same  had  in  fact  existed  in  their  charter. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  must,  therefore,  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded.  Judgment  accorditigly, 

Scorr,  C.  J.,  and  Peck,  Gholson  and  Brinkerhoff,  JJ.,  concurred 

BOYCE  V.  TRUSTEES  OF  TOWSONTOWN  STATION  OF 
THE   M.  E.   CHURCH. 

1877.     46  Maryland,  359.' 

Assumpsit  against  an  alleged  religious  corporation.  Defendants  ap- 
peared bj'  counsel,  and  pleaded,  1st,  that  the  defendants  are  not  and 
never  were  a  body  corporate,  as  alleged.  Plaintiff  offered  in  evidence 
an  agreement  or  certificate  of  incorporation  under  a  general  statute. 
•  The  statute  required  this  document  to  be  acknowledged  before  two 
Justices  of  the  Peace,  or  a  Judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  or  of  the  Supreme 
Bench  of  Baltimore.     It  was  acknowledged  before  a  single  Justice  of 

1  Statement  abridged.     Arguments,  and  part  of  opinion,  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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the  Peace.  Plaintiff,  to  show  user  of  the  corporate  name  and  franchise, 
offered  in  evidence  a  deed  of  land  to  said  Trustees ;  and  a  mortgage 
from  said  Trustees  to  Crook  and  Hiss,  Trustees. 

All  the  above  evidence  was  rejected,  and  plaintiff  excepted.  Verdict 
and  judgment  for  defendants.     Plaintiff  appealed. 

Wm.  A.  Fisher  and  Onille  Horwitz,  for  appellant. 

Arthur  W.  Machen,  for  appellee.  ' — 

Stewart,  J.  .  .  .  But  the  appellant  has  undertaken  to  offer  evidence 
of  certain  acts  and  proceedings  of  the  appellee,  referred  to  in  the 
exceptions,  to  show  that  it  held  itself  out  as  a  corporation,  and  treated 
with  the  appellant  as  such,  and  is  estopped  from  denying  its  liability  as 
a  corporation. 

/^e  think  it  would  be  extending  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  to  an  extent, 
not  justified  by  the  principles  of  public  policy,  to  allow  it  to  operate 
through  the  conduct  of  the  parties  concerned,  to  ci'eate  substantially  a 
de  facto  corporation,  with  just  such  powers  as  the  parties  may  by  their 
acts  give  to  it. 

This  would  be  substituting  the  dealings  of  the  parties,  for  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  law,  and  giving  to  them  the  same  effect 
through  the  aid  of  the  Courts.  Thus,  virtually,  through  the  Courts, 
recognizing  the_existence  of  the  corporation,  in  manifest  disregard  of 
the  written  law.  \ 

It  has  been  determined  by  this  Court,  that  a  corporation  cannot  bind 
itself  in  excess  of  its  powers,  Pemna.  Steam  Navigation  Co.  vs. 
Dandridge,  8  G.  <&  J.,  319. 

Whilst  denying  its  capacity  upon  any  principle  of  estoppel,  to  make 
contracts  ultra  vires,  to  bind  itself;  it  would  not  be  consistent  with 
that  theory-  to  recognize  its  existence  ad  libitum,  according  to  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties  concerned. 

Such  a  principle  would  seem  to  afl3x  no  other  limit  to  the  existence 
of  the  corporation  de  facto,  or  the  extent  of  its  power  than  the  deal- 
ings of  the  parties,  through  the  recognition  of  the  Courts,  might,  upon 
'the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  prescribe. 

It  would  be  more  reasonable  to  hold  corporations  to  their  contracts, 
though  ultra  vires.,  of  which  they  have  received  the  benefit,  or  to  pre- 
vent parties  who  have  contracted  with  them,  and  received  the  bene- 
fit therefrom,  from  defeating  their  liability,  on  the  ground  of  want  of 
power  in  the  corporation,  as  is  held  in  quarters  of  high  authority, 
(see  note  and  references  in  2nd  Kent,  351,)  than  to  hold  that  corpora- 
tions should  be  deemed  to  have  existence,  because  they  had  so  held 

themselves  out. 

The  statute  law  of  the  State,  expressly  requiring  certain  prescribed 
acts  to  be  done  to  constitute  a  corporation,  to  permit  parties  indirectly, 
or  upon  the  principle  of  estoppel,  virtually  to  create  a  corporation  for 
any  purpose,  or  to  have  acts  so  construed,  would  be  in  manifest  opposi- 
tion to  the  statute  law,  and  clearly  against  its  policy,  and  justified 
upon  no  sound  principle  in  the  administration  of  justice. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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SLOCUM  V.  PROVIDENCE  STEAM  AND  GAS  PIPE  CO. 

1870.  10  Rhode  Island,  112.1 

SLOCUM  V.   WARREN. 

1871.  \Q  Rhode  [sland,\n.'^ 

Bills  in  equity,  praying  that  defendants  might  be  enjoined  from 
Bellin'g  plaintiff's  land  under  executions  recovered  by  them  against  the 
American  Steam  and  Gas  Pipe  Co.  The  plaintiff  was  found  by  the 
Court  to  be  a  stockholder  in  the  latter  Company.  Chapter  128,  Rev. 
Stat.,  provides  that  every  manufacturing  company  shall  annually  file  a 
certain  certificate ;  and  that,  if  any  of  said  companies  shall  fail  so  to 
do,  all  the  stockholders  of  said  company  sliall  be  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  all  the  debts  of  the  companj'  then  existing.  It  appeared  that 
one,  at  least,  of  the  creditors,  Elizabeth  Warren,  made  a  loan  to  the 
Companj',  relying  for  repaj'ment  not  only  upon  the  credit  of  the  Com- 
panj-,  but  also  upon  the  personal  liability  of  the  stockholders,  and  of 
the  plaintiff  especially  as  one  of  them.  Plaintiff  contends  that  he  is 
not  subject  to  any  such  liabilit3-,  for  the  reason  that  the  American 
Steam  and  Gas  Pipe  Company  never  had  any  legal  existence  as  a 
corporation. 

Bradley  and  John  Eddy,  for  plaintiff. 

B.  N.  &  S.  S.  Lapham,  James  Tillinghast  and  Gobh,  for  defendants. 

DuKFEE,  J.  [in  Slocum  v.  Providence  &c.  Co.'\.  .  ,  .  The  charter, 
or  act  of  incorporation,  for  the  American  Steam  and  Gas  Pipe  Com- 
pany, was  granted  or  passed  in  1867,  the  capital  named  in  the  charter 
or  act  being  seventy-five  thousand  dollars.  At  that  time,  there  was  in 
force  in  the  state  a  public  statute  which  provided  that  no  act  of  incor- 
poration granted  after  the  passage  thereof,  "for  any  other  than  for 
religions,  Uterary,  charitable,  or  cemetery  purposes,  or  for  a  military  or 
fire  companj-,  shall  take  effect  until  the  persons  therein  incorporated 
shall  have  paid  to  the  ge«eral  treasurer  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dol- 
lars, if  the  capital  limited  by  such  act  of  incorporation  is  the  sum  oi 
any  less  sum  than  one  hundred  thousand  dollars."  The  hundred  dol« 
lars,  required  by  this  statute,  was  not  paid  for  the  American  Steam  and 
Gas  Pipe  Company,  and  consequently,  their  act  of  incorporation  never 
went  into  effect,  if  it  is  to  be  construed  as  passed  subject  to  the  statute. 
We  think  it  is  to  be  so  construed,  there  being  no  clause  of  the  act 
excepting  it  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute.  See  The  Union 
Horse  Shoe   Works  v.  Lewis,  1  Abbott  U.  S.  618. 

The  defendants  contend  that,  even  if  the  act  has  never  gone  into 
effect,  the  existence  of  the  company  as  a  corporation  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned in  a  collateral  proceeding.  It  is  undoubtedly  the  rule  that,  if  a 
charter  has  once  been  duly  granted  and  accepted,  the  state  alone  can 

'  1  Statement  abridged.    Only  portions  of  the  opinions  are  given.         ». 
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enforce  a  forfeiture  of  the  charter  for  any  violation  thereof,  or  failure 
to  comply  with  its  considerations  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  ;  and 
that,  until  the  state  sees  fit  to  enforce  the  forfeiture,  the  corporation  is 
to  be  recognized  as  legally  existing  in  all  collateral  proceedings.  But 
here,  the  act  of  incorporation  being  inoperative,  there  never  was  any 
corporation  to  incur  a  forfeiture,  or  any  charter  to  be  forfeited.  We 
know  of  no  rule  which  precludes  inquiry  into  the  question,  whether  a 
company  which  assumes  to  act  as  a  corporation  has  ever  been  incorpo- 
rated, in  any  case,  in  the  absence  of  any  matter  of  estoppel  to  prevent 
the  inquiry. 

But  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  have  the  relief  which  he  seeks,  ought 
to  satisfy  us,  not  only  that  his  company  is  not  a  corporation,  but  also 
that  he  is  entitled  to  show  the  fact  as  against  its  creditors.  We  as- 
sume, as  we  think  the  bills  warrant  us  in  assuming,  that,  the  plaintiff 
is  a  stockholder  in  the  American  Steam  and  Gas  Pipe  Company,  though 
he  has  done  nothing  as  such,  except  hold  his  stock.  The  question  then 
is,  whether  a  stockholder,  who  does  nothing  but  hold  his  stock,  is  es- 
topped, when  pursued  by  a  creditor  of  the  supposed  corporation,  from 
denying  its  existence.  We  think  he  is  so  estopped.  By  becoming 
and  continuing  a  stockholder,  he  holds  himself  out  as  a  corporator,  and 
so  contributes  to  the  belief  that  the  company  with  which  he  is  associ- 
ated is  a  corporation.  To  permit  a  person  who  has  so  held  himself 
out  to  say  that  he  is  not  a  corporator,  when  legally  pursued  as  such, 
would  be  to  permit  him  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong.  He  is 
like  a  person  who,  having  held  himself  out  or  suffered  himself  to  be 
held  out  as  a  copartner,  may  be  charged  with  the  copartnership  debts. 
Or  he  is  like  a  person  who,  without  authority-,  as  executor  or  adminis- 
trator, intermeddles  with  the  propert}-  of  a  decedent,  and  so  becomes 
chargeable  as  an  executor  in  his  own  wrong.  The  plaintiff  having 
assumed  the  character  of  a  corporator,  where  he  is  sought  to  be  charged 
as  such,  ought  not  to  be  heard  to  say  that  the  character  was  falselj'  or 
unlawfully  assumed.  The  fact  that  he  was  not  active  in  the  business  of 
the  company  cannot  avail  him ;  for  it  is  the  assumption  to  hold  the 
stock  as  if  he  were  a  corporator,  which  makes  the  mischief.  It  might 
easily  happen  that  the  stockholder,  whose  name  contributed  most  to 
the  credit  of  the  supposed  corporation,  was  least  active  in  its  busi- 
ness, and  it  would  be  plainly  unjust  to  exempt  him  from  liability  to  the 
creditors,  merely  because  of  his  inactivity. 

We  are  aware  that  in  Utley  v.  Union  Tool  Company,  11  Gray,  139, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  exempted  a  stockholder  from  lia- 
bility to  a  creditor  of  a  supposed  corporation,  upon  proof  that  the 
corporation  had  never  legally  come  into  being  under  the  statute  of 
that  state  But  it  does  not  appear  that  in  that  case  the  question  of 
estoppel  was  raised  by  the  counsel  or  considered  by  the  court.  We 
should  agree  entirely  with  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  in  their 
decision  in  any  case  in  which  the  estoppel  would  be  inapplicable. 
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DuRFEE,  J.  [in  Slocum  v.  Warren].  .  .  We  decided  in  the  formei 
case  that  having,  by  becoming  a  stockholder,  helped  to  hold  the  com- 
pany out  as  a  corporation,  he  could  not  be  permitted  to  say,  when 
pursued  by  a  creditor  of  the  company,  that  he  and  his  associates  or 
predecessors  had  omitted  to  do  an  act  which  they  ought  to  have  done 
before  organizing  as  a  corporation,  and  that  in  consequence  of  this 
delinquency  the  company  was  not  (what  it  purported  to  be)  a  legally 
established  corporation.  The  plaintiff  maintains  that  this  decision  was 
erroneous,  and  in  support  of  his  view,  relies  especiallj'  upon  the  cases 
of  Hudson  V.  Carman,  41  Maine,  84 ;  Unity  Insurance  Company  v. 
Cram,  43  N.  H.  636;  Utley  v.  Union  Tool  Company,  11  Gray,  139 ; 
and  Gardner  v.  Post  et  al.  48  Pa.  St.  19.  We  propose  to  consider 
these  and  some  of  the  other  cases  bearing  upon  the  question,  somewhat 
in  detail. 

[After  commenting  on  various  authorities,  the  opinion  proceeds.] 

The  plaintiff  also  cites  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  corpora- 
tion duly  established  as  such  is  not  estopped  from  denying  its  liability 
where  there  is  a  want  of  power  to  contract  the  liability,  the  reason 
being,  he  says,  that  otherwise  the  powers  of  the  corporation  might  be 
indefinitely  enlarged ;  and  he  argues  that,  in  the  ease  at  bar,  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  is  still  less  applicable,  inasmuch  as  the  company  was 
acting  not  merely  in  excess  of  its  corporate  powers,  but  without  any 
j/^jirporate  power  whatever.  But  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  defect  of  power 
jty^  exists  not  by  reason  of  any  insuflSciency  of  the  grant,  but  by  reason 
W'^  solely  of  a  delinquency  on  the  part  of  the  grantees  of  the  power  ;  and 
^  the  estoppel,  if  applied,  would  be  applied  not  to  prevent  an  appeal  to 

the  charter  to  show  a  want  of  authority,  but  to  prevent  the  intro- 
duction of  evidence  by  the  company  or  its  members  to  prove  their  own 
delinquency.  We  do  not  think  that  in  such  a  case  there  should  'be  any 
hesitation  to  apply  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  from  fear  that  it  would  lead 
to  an  indefinite  pnlargpnipiit,  «f  t.hc  powers  of  the  corporation.  And 
see  B<wgate~<f.  STwr^idge,  5  H.  L.  Cas.  297,  318 ;  Zabriskie  v.  Cleve- 
land, Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Railroad  Company  et  al.  23  How.  U.  S. 
381. 

[After  citing  and  commenting  upon  other  authorities,  the  opinion 
proceeds.] 

It  is  true  these  cases  are  not  preciselj'  like  the  case  at  bar,  but 
they  are  cases  which  illustrate  the  application  of  the  law  of  estoppel 
in  respect  to  corporations,  or  companies  acting  as  corporations,  or 
which  illustrate  to  what  extent  the  corporate  existence  of  a  company 
acting  as  a  corporation  can  be  collaterally  questioned.  And  we  think 
it  is  safe  to  say  upon  the  authority  of  these  cases,  that  at  least  where 
there  is  an  act  or  charter  in  existence,  under  which  a  company  by  taking 
the  proper  steps  can  become  a  corporation,  if  a  company  does  de  facto 
organize  and  hold  itself  out  as  a  corporation,  contracting  obligations  as 
euch,  it  cannot,  when  sued  upon  such  obligations,  by  persons  who  have 
dealt  with  it  as  such  in  good  faith,  be  permitted  to  avoid  a  corporate 
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liability  thereon,  by  setting  up  that  it  has  not  taken  all  the  steps  pre- 
scribed  as  conditions  precedent  to  its  legal  existence  as  a  corporation. 
If  this  be  so  in  regard  to  the  company  as  a  whole,  we  do  not  see  why 
it  is  not  equally  so  in  regard  to  each  member  of  the  company  individu- 
ally, in  so  far  as  membership  imports  an  individual  liability.  In  this 
case,  It  IS  said  tbere  was  no  act  or  charter ;  but  in  our  opinion  there 
was  a  charter  dulj'  granted  by  the  legislature,  subject  only  to  a  condi- 
tion that  it  should  not  take  effect  until  a  certain  act  should  be  per- 
formed ;  but  inasmuch  as  this  act  could  have  been  performed,  as  it 
ought  to  have  been  performed,  by  the  grantees  of  the  charter  before 
their  organization  as  a  corporation,  the  case  does  not,  in  our  view, 
substantially  differ  from  cases  which  are  clearly  within  the  rule  above 
stated.  Indeed  it  is  frequently  the  case  that  a  charter  is  granted  sub- 
ject to  an  implied  condition,  that  the  grant  shall  not  lake  effect  un- 
til it  has  been  dulj'  accepted ;  and  j'et,  as  we  have  seen,  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel  may  be  applied  to  prevent  the  want  of  such  an  acceptance 
from  operating  to  defeat  a  just  claim.  Camp  v.  Byrne,  supra;  and 
see  Tobacco  Pipe  Makers'  Co.  v.  Woodroffe,  8  D.  &  R.  30,  cited  in 
Abbott's  Dig.  Law  of  Corp.  p.  331,  §  23.  In  this  case  the  company 
had  only  to  pay  into  the  treasury  of  the  state  one  hundred  dollars, 
and  all  would  have  been  right.  When  it  organized  as  a  corporation, 
and  from  year  to  year  continued  doing  business  as  such,  it  as  much  as- 
said,  and  each  one  of  the  stockholders  ag  mucK  as  sa.id,  that  tliat  sum 
bad  been  paid  ;  and  now  neither  the  company  nor  any  one  of  the  stock- 
holders ought  to  be  heard  to  assert  the  contrary  in  order  to  escape  any 
liabilitj^  to  which  he  or  it  would  have  been  subject  if  -the  payment  had 
been  duly  made. 

This  decision  is  doubtless  a  hard  decision  for  the  plaintiff,  and  we 
very  much  regret  that  his  situation  is  such  that  he  is  so  severely  af- 
fected by  it.  But  hard  as  the  decision  is  for  the  plaintiff,  it  only  sub- 
jects him  to  the  liability  to  which  he  would  have  been  subjected  if  the 
tax  due  the  state  had  been  paid,  as  it  ought  to  have  been  paid,  and 
therefore  only  to  the  liability  which,  as  an  honest  man,  he  must  be. 
presumed  to  have  intended  to  incur  when  he  connected  himself  with 
the  companj-.i  [Plaintiff' s prayer  denied.'] 


-^d^ 


A 


1  The  statute  under  consideration  in  the  above  case  was  repealed  by  the  Rhode  Island  ' 
General  Statutes  of  1872;  and  the  following  provision  substituted:  "No  corporation  shall 
be  organized  under  a  charter,  until  the  petitioners  .  .  .  shall  pay  into  the  general  treasury 
for  the  use  of  the  State,  one  hundred  dollars."  In  fftighesdale  Mfg.  Co.  v.  VanneT,  12  E. 
I.  491  (an  action  of  assumpsit  by  the  corporation),  it  was  held,  that,  under  the  later  statute, 
the  failure  to  make  the  payment  would  be  taken  advantage  of  only  by  the  State,  and  did 
not  avail  the  defendant  as  a  valid  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  corporate  existence.  The 
Court  said,  that  the  payment  prescribed  by  the  later  statute  was  not,  like  that  prescribed 
l)y  the  earlier  statute,  a  condition  precedent  to  the  existence  of  the  corporation ;  but  some- 
thing required  to  be  after  the  charter  has  gone  into  effect,  and,  if  the  charter  is  in  ths  usual 
form,  after  the  corporation  has  been  created.  —  Ed. 
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1858.     11  Gray  {Mass.),  139. 

Actions  of  contract  against  the  Union  Tool  Company,  described 
in  the  writs  as  "  a  corporation  established  according  to  law  in  Goshen," 
in  the  county  of  Hampshire.  The  principal  defendants  were  defaulted ; 
and  several  persons  were  summoned  in  as  stockholders,  pursuant  to 
the  St.  of  1851,  c.  315,  and  filed  answers,  upon  which  trials  were  had 
in  the  court  of  common  pleas  in  Hampshire. 

The  plaintiffs  proposed  to  prove  by  the  records  of  the  Union  Tool 
Company  that  the  respondents  were  stockholders  therein.  The  re- 
spondents objected  to  the  admission  of  this  evidence  before  the  exist- 
ence of  the  corporation  had  been  shown,  and  unless  it  was  shown  that 
it  was  a  manufacturing  corporation  whose  stockholders  might  become 
liable  as  such  for  its  debts.  Morris,  J.,  ruled  that  it  was  not  necessary 
for  the  plaintiffs  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  corporation,  that  being 
admitted  by  the  default,  but  that  it  was  necessary  to  show  that  it  was 
such  a  corporation  that  its  stockholders  might  become  individually 
liable;  and  admitted  evidence  that  the  company  had  made  by-laws 
and  done  other  acts  as  a  corporation,  and  the  respondents  had  attended 
meetings  as  stockholders ;  without  proof  that  the  company  had  ever 
been  incorporated  by  the  legislature,  or  by  articles  of  association  in 
writing,  setting  forth  the  amount  of  the  capital  stock,  and  the  pur- 
pose of  their  establishment,  as  required  by  St.  1851,  c.  133,  §§  1-3. 
Verdicts  were  taken  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  respondents  alleged 
exceptions.     The  other  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

These  cases  were  argued  at  Northampton  in  September,  1858,  and 
decided  at  Boston  in  April,  1860. 

W.  Allen,  Jr.,  for  the  respondents. 

C.  Delano  &  S.  T.  Spaulding,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

BiGELOw,  J.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  burden  of  proof  was 
on  the  plaintiffs  to  show  the  legal  existence  of  a  corporation  of  which 
the  persons  summoned  in  the  action  were  members  and  for  the  debts 
of  which  they  were  personally  liable.  This  is  the  precise  issue  which, 
by  St.  1851,  c.  315,  §  2,  it  was  intended  should  be  open  to  a  stock- 
holder on  his  being  admitted  to  defend  the  action  as  therein  provided. 
It  is  to  be  made  to  appear  that  he  is  liable  in  the  action  ;  otherwise, 
he  is  entitled  to  judgment  in  his  favor  "  upon  the  issue  joined."  It 
has  already  been  determined  that  under  this  provision  an  alleged 
stockholder  cannot  be  allowed  to  make  a  general  defence  to  an  action 
against  a  corporation,  by  calling  in  question  the  validity  of  the  debt 
which  is  sought  to  be  recovered,  or  disputing  the  amount,  averred  to 
be  due,  but  that  he  has  a  right  to  a  hearing  and  adjudication  on  the 
question  whether  he  is  a  member  of  a  corporation  and  liable  as  such 
for  its  debts.     Holyoke  Bank  v.  Goodman  Paper  Manuf.  Co.,  9  Cush. 
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682.  It  is  obvious  that  the  trial  of  the  issue  which  is  thus  opened  to 
an  alleged  stockholder  necessarily  involves  the  question  of  the  legal 
existence  of  the  corporation  for  the  debt  of  which  he  is  sought  to 
be  charged,  because  his  liability  depends  on  the  nature  ol  the  cor- 
porate body  and  of  the  powers  and  duties  with  which  it  was  clothed 
by  law.  Until  these  are  shown,  it  cannot  be  known  whether  the 
stockholder  is  legally  chargeable  or  not.  Doubtless  there  may  be 
cases  where  the  existence  of  a  corporation  and  the  character  and 
description  of  its  functions  and  privileges  may  be  shown  by  prescrip- 
tion or  long  user.  In  such  case  a  charter  or  legislative  grant  of  cor- 
porate powers  may  be  presumed.  But  no  such  inference  or  presump- 
tion can  exist  in  the  present  cases,  nor  do  the  plaintiffs  attempt  to 
maintain  their  claims  to  charge  the  persons  summoned  on  any  such 
ground.  On  the  contrary  their  whole  case  rests  on  the  allegation 
that  the  respondents  are  liable  as  stockholders  in  a  corporation  created 
and  established  under  the  recent  statute  entitled  "  an  act  relating  to 
joint  stock  companies."  St.  1851,  c.  133.  But  it  seems  to  us  that 
the  evidence  offered  at  the  trial  faUs  to  show  that  the  alleged  cor- 
poration ever  had  any  legal  existence.  By  reference  to  the  first  sec- 
tion of  the  statute,  it  will  be  found  that,  in  order  to  establish  a 
corporation  under  it,  it  is  necessary  that  not  less  than  three  per- 
sons should  enter  into  "articles  of  agreement  in  writing,"  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  business  of  the  nature  specified  in  the  statute. 
By  these  articles,  it  is  provided  in  §§  2  and  3,  the  amount  of  the 
capital  stock  shall  be  fixed  and  limited,  and  the  purpose  for  which 
and  the  place  in  which  the  corporation  is  to  be  established  shall  be 
distinctly  and  -definitely  set  forth.  By  §  4,  it  is  farther  provided 
that,  before  commencing  business,  a  certificate  shall  be  made  of  the 
name,  purpose,  capital  stock,  and  other  particulars  concerning  the 
constitution  and  objects  of  the  corporation,  to  be  published  and  re- 
corded as  therein  required.  And  by  §  5  it  is  provided  that  "  when 
such  persons  are  organized  as  aforesaid"  —  that  is,  by  articles  of 
agreement,  as  above  set  forth  —  "  they  shall  become  a  corporation,  with 
all  the  powers  and  privileges  and  subject  to  all  the  duties,  restric- 
tions, and  liabilities  set  forth  in  the  thirty-eighth  and  forty-fourth  chap- 
ters of  the  revised  statutes."  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  construc- 
tion which  ought  to  be  given  to  these  provisions.  The  implication  is 
clear  and  unavoidable  that,  until  the  organization  is  completed  accord- 
ing to  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  the  association  does  not 
become  a  corporation,  and  does  not  possess  corporate  rights  or  privi- 
leges, nor  is  it  subject  to  the  duties  and  liabilities  of  a  manufactur- 
ing corporation,  among  which  is  the  liability  of  the  stockholders  for 
corporate  debts,  if  certain  provisions  of  law  are  not  complied  with. 
There  is  an  obvious  reason  for  making  such  organization  by  written 
articles  of  agreement  a  condition  precedent  to  the  exercise  of  corporate 
rights.  It  is  the  basis  on  which  all  subsequent  proceedings  are  to 
rest,  and  is  designed  to  take  the  place  of  a  charter  or  act  of  incorporar 
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tion,  by  whicli  corporate  rights  and  privileges  are  usually  granted. 
If  there  were  no  such  requirement,  there  would  be  an  absence  of 
any  provisions  by  which  the  right  to  exercise  corporate  power  could 
be  definitely  fixed  and  established,  and  there  would  be  no  means  of 
ascertaining  the  rights  of  stockholders  or  of  persons  dealing  with 
such  associations. 

Upon  an  examination  of  the  evidence  adduced  at  the  trial,  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  any  articles  of  agreement  were  ever  entered  into 
for  the  formation  of  a  corporation  under  the  statute.  That  some 
organization  took  place  with  a  view  to  establish  a  corporation  is 
abundantly  shown.  But  the  essential  fact  is  wanting  to  show  that 
the  persons  engaged  in  the  enterprise  ever  complied  with  the  condi- 
tion precedent  to  their  right  to  assume  the  name  and  functions  of 
a  corporation.  It  is  not  a  case  of  a  defective  organization  under  a 
charter  or  act  of  incorporation,  nor  of  erroneous  proceedings  after 
the  necessary  steps  were  taken  to  the  assumption  of  corporate  powers, 
but  there  is  an  absolute  want  of  proof  that  any  corporation  was  ever 
called  into  being,  which  had  the  power  of  contracting  debts  or  of 
rendering  persons  liable  therefor  as  stockholders. 

We  are  not  called  on  now  to  say  whether  the  plaintiffs  have  any 
remedy  for  the  collection  of  their  debt_against  those  who  participated 
in  the  transactions  connected  with  the  attempted  organization  of  the 
supposed  corporation.  It  is  sufficient  fcTr  the  decision  of  this  case, 
that  the  respondents  cannot  be  held  liable  in  the  action  for  the  debts 
of  a  corporation  which  has  never  had  any  legal  existence. 

Exceptions  sustained. 

BUSHNELL  v.   CONSOLIDATED  ICE    MACHINE  CO. 

1891.    138  IllinoU,  167.1 

Suit  in  chancery 'to  have  the  Consolidated  Ice  Machine  Co.  declared 
a  copartnership,  and  its  affairs  settled  between  the  complainant ^and 
defendants  accordingly.  In  the  court  below,  the  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained and  the  bill  dismissed. 

The  following  facts  appear  from  the  bill :  In  1884  the  complainant 
and  the  individual  defendants  entered  into  a  written  agreement  to 
form  a  corporation,  with  the  above  title,  under  the  laws  of  the  State ; 
all  the  required'  steps  were  taken,  up  to  and  including  the  issuing  of 
a  certificate  of  the  complete  organization  of  such  corporation  by  the 
Secretary  of  State ;  complainant  was  a  director ;  and  for  several 
months  secretary  and  soliciting  agent,  actively  engaged  in  its  busi- 
ness. In  1885  complainant  became  aflfiicted  with  melancholia  and 
remained  incapacitated  for  the  transaction  of  business  for  about  three 
years.  During  his  sickness,  the  other  directors  sold  some  of  his 
shares  for  non-payment  of  installments,  the  sale  being  without  notice. 
Since  the  sale  he  has  been  excluded  from  all  participation  in  the 
1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  £d. 
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management  of  the  business.  After  being  restored  to  health,  and 
before  filing  his  bill,  he  made  frequent  demands  to  be  restored  to  his 
rights  in  said  corporation,  but  without  avail. 

The  only  allegation  of  the  bill  which  is  seriously  insisted  upon  as 
furnishing  a  ground  for  the  relief  prayed  is,  that  the  certificate  of 
complete  organization,  issued  by  the  Secretary  of  State  was  never 
recorded  in  the  ofB.ce  of  the  recorder  of  deeds  in  the  county  where 
the  principal  office  of  the  company  was  located.  The  statute  requires 
that  "  the  same  shall  be  recorded  "  in  that  office. 

Wilkin  J. 

But  assuming  that  a  corporate  existence  dejure  depends  upon  the 
filing  of  the  certificate  of  complete  organization  in  the  office  of  the  re- 
corder of  deeds  of  the  county  in  which  its  principal  office  is  located, 
and  that  the  bill  properly  avers  that  it  was  not  done  in  the  case  of  the 
corporation  in  question,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  it  did  not  become 
a  corporation  de  facto  as  between  the  complainant  and  defendants. 
From  the  facts  set  up  in  the  bill  it  clearly  appears  that  there  was  an 
honest  attempt  by  the  incorporators  to  organize  a  corporation  author- 
ized by  the  laws  of  this  State.  The  necessary  steps  to  perfect  that 
organization  were  all  taken  as  required  by  the  statute,  except  that  the 
final  certificate  was  not  recorded.  It  is  shown  by  the  bill  that  upon 
the  issuing  of  that  certificate  its  directors  elected  the  proper  officers 
and  proceeded  to  the  transaction  of  business  as  a  corporation,  and 
continued  to  act  as  such  until  the  filing  of  this  bill,  a  period  of  more 
than  five  years.  That  these  facts  establish  a  corporation  de  facto  is 
settled  bj'  numerous  decisions  of  this  court.  President  and  Trustees, 
etc.  V.  Thompson,  20  111.  198 ;  Rice  v.  B.  I.  and  A.  B.  B.  Co.  21  id. 
93  ;  Baker  et  al.  v.  Administrator,  32  id.  79  ;  Bamsey  v.  Marine  and 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  55  id.  311  ;  Cincinnati,  Lafayette  and  Chicago  Bail- 
road  Go.  V.  Danville  and  Vincennes  By.  Co.  75  id.  113  ;  Xouisville, 
New  Albany  and  Chicago  By.  Co.  v.  Shires,  108  id.  617 ;  Hudson  v. 
Green  Hill  Seminary  Corporation,  113  id.  618. 

That  plaintiff  in  error,  if  he  had  been  sued  by  the  Consolidated  Ice 
Machine  Compan}'  on  his  subscription  to  its  capital  stock,  could  not 
have  questioned  its  corporate  existence  on  the  grounds  alleged  in  his 
bill,  is  directly  settled  h-y  several  of  the  above  cited  decisions.  It  is 
equally  clear  that  if,  during  the  time  he  was  a  member  of  said  cor- 
poration, it  had  been  sued  as  such,  neither  he  nor  any  other  of  its 
members  could  have  been  heard  to  say  that  no  such  corporation  ex- 
isted. The  general  rule  is,  that  one  who  deals  with  a  corporation  as 
existing  de  facto,  is  estopped  to  deny,  as  against  it,  that  it  has  been 
legally  organized,  (jt  is  the  settled  rule  in  this  State  that  the  legal  ' 
existence  of  a  corporation  de  facto  can  not  be  questioned  collaterallyT) 
See  cases  supra,  and  Benwick  et  al.  v.  Hall  et  al.  84  111.  162 ;  The 
People  ex  rd.  v.  Trustees  of  Schools,  111  id.  171 ;  Keigwin  et  al.  r. 
Drainage  Comrs,  115  id.  347. 


200  B0SHNELL  V.   CONSOLIDATED  ICE  MACHINE  CO. 

It  seems  impossible  to  find  a  reason  for  placing  the  complainant  in 
bhis  bill  In  a  more  favorable  position  to  deny  the  existence  of  the  cor- 
poration in  question  than  a  mere  subscriber  to  its  capital  stock,  or  one 
who,  as  a  third  party,  had  dealt  with  it  as  a  corporation,  and  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that  he  could  not  do  so  in  this  collateral  proceeding.  He, 
however,  not  only  seeks  to  question  the  legal  organization  of  the  cor- 
poration, bat  to  have  the  same  changed  into  a  co-partnership  between 
himself  and  the  other  incorporators,  and  to  compel  the  defendants  to 
account  to  him  as  his  co-partners.  "  A  partnership  is  never  created 
between  parties  by  implication  or  operation  of  law,  apart  from  an 
express  or  implied  intention  and  agreement  to  constitute  the  relation." 
(1  Bates  on  Law  of  Partnership,  sec.  3.)  In  Phillips  v.  Phillips, 
49  111.  437,  Caton,  C.  J.,  said  :  "  A  partnership  can  only  exist  in  pur- 
suance of  an  express  or  implied  agreement,  to  which  the  minds  of  the 
parties  have  assented."  This  rule  will  not  prevent  the  enforcement  of 
liability  against  persons  as  partners,  when  sued  by  third  parties.  "  Par- 
ties may  so  conduct  themselves  as  to  be  liable  to  third  persons  as 
partners,  when  in  fact  no  partnership  exists  as  between  themselves. 
The  public  are  authorized  to  judge  from  appearances  and  professions, 
and  are  not  absolutelj'  bound  to  know  the  real  facts,  while  the  certain 
proof  is  positively  known  to  the  alleged  parties  to  a  firm."  {Phillips 
V.  Phillips,  supra.")  On  this  latter  ground  parties  who  have  attempted 
to  organize  a  corporation,  but  have  failed  to  comply  with  the  law,  so 
as  to  perfect  their  incorporation,  may  be  held  liable  as  partners  to 
creditors,  as  in  Bigelow  v.  Gregory  et  al.  73  111.  197.  This  liability 
rests  on  the  doctrine  of  estoppel.  When,  however,  even  a  creditor  has 
dealt  with  the  corporation  as  such,  partnership  liabilitj'  can  not  be 
enforced,  even  though  the  corporation  has  not  been  legally  organized. 
Tarbell  v.  Page,  24  111.  46. 

It  is  wholly  unnecessary,  however,  in  this  case,  to  determine  when 
and  under  what  circumstances  third  parties  may  proceed  against  incor- 
porators acting  under  a  defective  or  imperfect  organization,  as  indi- 
viduals or  co-partners.  In  this  case  the  complainant  shows  by  his  bill 
that  he  was  not  only  one  of  the  incorporators  of  the  companj-  he  now 
seeks  to  question,  but  that  he  was,  upon  its  complete  organization, 
elected  its  secretary  and  general  agent,  and  acted  as  such  for  several 
months  prior  to  his  alleged  disability,  during  which  time  he  was 
actively  engaged  in  assisting  to  carry  on  its  corporate  business,  and 
that  upon  his  being  restored  to  health  he  still  recognized  its  corporate 
existence,  and  sought  to  be  restored  to  his  rights  therein.  If  the 
recording  of  the  certificate  in  question  was  essential  to  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  corporation,  there  is  nothing  in  this  bill  to  show  that  it 
was  not  as  much  his  duty  to  have  it  done  as  either  of  the  other  incor- 
porators. We  are  unable  to  perceive,  then,  upon  what  principle  he 
Ban  now  compel  those  who,  for  anj-thing  appearing  in  this  bill,  hon- 
estly supposed  they  were  inciorporated  during  all  the  time  the  business 
mentioned  in  the  bill  was  being  carried  on,  to  account  to  him,  upon  the 
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theory  that  they  were  his  eo-partners.  In  fact,  if  the  allegation  as  to 
his  mental  condition  at  the  time  his  stock  was  sold  was  omitted  from 
the  bill,  it  would  strike  any  one  as  too  clear  for  argument  that  he  has 
failed  to  state  a  ease  entitling  him  to  equitable  relief,  and  it  must,  we 
think,  be  held,  that  whether  that  fact,  together  with  the  allegation  that 
his  stock  was  sold  without  notice  and  he  ousted  from  all  participation 
in  the  business  of  the  company,  would  entitle  him  to  his  action  for  that 
alleged  wrong,  or  to  be  restored  to  his  former  rights  as  a  member  of 
said  corporation  or  not,  no  legal  ground  is  shown  by  this  bill  for  hold- 
ing defendants  liable  to  him  as  partners. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  ot  Flagg  v.  Stowe,  85  111.  166,  when 
the  facts  of  that  case  are  considered  as  they  appear  in  that  report,  and 
In  Stowe  V.  Flagg  et  al.  I'i  111.  397,  contrary  to  the  view  here  ex- 
pressed. We  have  examined  the  numerous  cases  cited  bj-  counsel  for 
plaintiff  in  error  as  giving  support  to  the  position  that  a  corporation 
defectively  organized  maj'  be  treated  as  a  co-partnership,  and  the  mem- 
bers held  liable  as  partners ;  but  when  it  is  borne  in  mind  that  com- 
plainant himself  was  a  member  of  the  corporation  in  question,  and  in 
no  sense  a  third  party,  and  that  he  is  not  seeking  by  this  bill  to  recover 
for  anything  which  he  has  been  required  to  pay  third  parties  for  or  on 
behalf  of  said  corporation,  they  have  no  application.  What  he  seeks 
to  do  is  to  have  the  corporation  converted  into  a  partnership,  contrary 
to  the  contract  of  the  parties,  simply  because  he  and  other  incorpora- 
tors failed  to  perfect,  as  he  says,  the  corporation.  He  does  not  even 
show  that  he  has  been  misled  or  in  any  way  injured  by  the  failure  to 
have  the  certificate  of  complete  organization  recorded.  Neither  does 
he  pretend  that  the  omission  of  any  of  the  incorporators  to  have  the 
same  recorded  was  willful,  or  in  any  way  designed  to  injure  him  or 
others. 

We  can  find  neither  authority  nor  reason  to  sustain  this  bill,  and  are 
clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  is  right. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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I860.     14  Indiana,  89.1 

Appeal  from  the  Grant  Circuit  Court. 

Perkins,  J.  —  Suit  upon  a  promissory  note. 

"  The  Cincinnati  Type  Foundry  Company,  a  corporation,"  &c., 
"complains  oi David  W.  Jones,  defendant,"  &c.,  upon  a  promissory- 
note,  of  which  a  copy  is  set  out  thus : 

"$279.  Indianapolis,  Indiana,  October  11,  1857. 

"  Six  months  after  date,  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  Cincin- 
nati Type  Foundry  Company,  two  hundred  and  seventy-nine  dollars, 
for  value  received,  without  relief  from  valuation  laws. 

David  W.  Jones." 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint.  The  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled, and  rightly. 

The  defendant  then  answered  — 

1.  That  he  was  not  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs. 

2.  That  each  and  every  allegation  of  the  complaint  was  untrue. 

3.  That  the  plaintiffs  had  not  a  legal  capacity  to  sue,  because  not  a 
corporation. 

Issue.  Trial.  The  note  constituted  all  the  evidence.  Judgment  for 
the  plaintiffs  on  the  note. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  case  was  not  made  out  against  him, 
because  it  was  not  proved  that  the  appellees  were  a  corporation,  and 
thus  possessed  of  the  capacity  to  sue. 

The  appellees  insist  that  the  note  sued  on  is  a  contract  with  them  as 
a  corporation,  and  that  their  existence  is  therebj'  admitted. 

As  a  general  proposition,  it  is  the  law  of  this  state  that  a  contract 
(vith  a  party/as  a  corporation/  estops  the  party  so  contracting  to  deny 
the  existence  of  the"  corporation  at  the  time  it  was  contracted  with  as 
such.     Shappel  v.  Hubbard,  at  this  term. 

And  it  has  been  held  in  other  states  that  where  individuals  are  incor- 
porated upon  performance  of  certain  acts,  a  persou  who  contracts  with 
themlbv  their  corporatename// cannot,  in  an  action  against  him  on  the 
contract,  Ai^ny  the  performance  by  them  of  the  acts  necessary  to  give 
them  a  corporate  existence.  Hamtranck  v.  The  Bank  of  Edwards- 
ville,  2  Miss.  R.  169.  — Tarr  River  Navigation  Co.  v.  Neal,  3  Hawks, 
520.     See  1  U.  S.  Dig.,  593  ;  4  id.  433. 

In  New  York,  to  work  such  estoppel,  it  has  been  necessary  that  the 
contract  should  state  that  the  part}'  contracted  with  was  a  corporation. 
But  this  rule  does  not  prevail  in  other  states.  It  has  not  been  acted 
upon  in  this  state. 

If  the  stj'le  by  which  a  party  is  contracted  with  is  such  as  is  usual  in 
creating  corporations,  viz.,  naming  an  ideality,  but  disclosing  that  of 

1  Part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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no  individual,  as  is  usual  in  the  cases  of  simple  partnerships,  it  has 
been  treated  as  prima  facie,  at  least,  indicating  a  corporate  existence. 
And  such  seems  to  have  been  the  rule  at  common  law.  Grant  on 
Corp.,  62.  Probably,  a  special  answer,  in  such  cases,  in  the  nature  of 
a  plea  in  abatement,  might,  at  the  proper  time,  be  made  available. 
See  Ang.  and  Ames  on  Corp.,  506,  507,  and  the  numerous  cases  in 
our  own  Reports. 

And  there  is  no  hardship  in  this.  The  party  executing  the  note  owes 
the  amount  of  it.  The  judgment  upon  it  in  the  suit  merges  it,  and  the 
payment  of  the  judgment  satisfies  it,  and  bars  any  other  action  against 
the  maker  for  the  money. 

But,  in  this  class  of  cases,  it  would  seem,  after  all,  that  the  Courts 
have  proceeded  upon  a  rule  of  evidence,  rather  than  the  strict  doctrine 
of  estoppel.  They  have  treated  the  contract  with  a  party  by  a  name  im- 
plying a  corporation,  really  as  evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  corpora- 
tion, more  than  as  an  estoppel  to  disprove  such  fact.  Grant,  in  his  late 
learned  work  on  Corporations,  says  :  "  Generally,  the  fact  of  au  aggre- 
gate body  being  called  by  a  name,  is,  prima  facie,  evidence  that  the^' 
are  incorporated,  '  for  the  name  argues  a  corporation.'  Norris  v. 
Staps,  Hobart,  11.  But  the  Courts  take  judicial  notice  that  ^A.  JB. 
and  company '  is  not  the  name  of  a  corporation.  Hex  v.  Harrison^ 
8  T.  R.  508." 

The  doctrine  of  conclusive  estoppel  seems  more  properly  applied  to 
cases  involving  the  question  of  legality  of  organization,  where  the  fact 
of  an  existing  statute,  authorizing,  in  the  given  base,  such  corporation, 
is  known  to  the  Court,  either  by  judicial  notice  or  actual  evidence  in 
the  cause. 

In  such  cases,  where  a  party  has  contracted  with  a  body  as  being 
organized  as  a  corporation  under  the  law,  he  will  be  estopped  to  dis- 
pute the  legality  of  the  organization.  See  the  cases  cited  in  the  U.  S. 
Dig.,  and  Ang.  and  Ames,  ubi  supra. 

This  doctrine  of  estoppel,  as  applied  to  contracts  with  corporations, 
needs  further  examination  ;  but  it  is  not  important  in  this  case,  and  we 
shall  not  here  pursue  it.  The  decision  of  this  case  will  rest  upon 
another  ground. 

[The  learned  Judge  then  takes  the  position  that  the  general  denial 
in  the  answer  admits  the  plaintiff's  capacity  to  sue,  and  that  the  subse- 
quent paragraph  denying  plaintiff's  capacity  is  in  the  nature  of  a  plea 
in  abatement  and  is  inconsistent  with  such  general  denial.] 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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STOUTIMORE  v.   CLARK  et  als. 
1879.    70  Missouri,  471.1 

Appeal  from  Clay  Circuit  Court. 

The  action,  Stoutimore  v.  Clark,  was  brought  to  establish  a  certain 
charge  as  a  lien  upon  the  lanid  formerly  the  property  of  Joseph  Y. 
Clark,  now  deceased ;  and  to  obtain  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  land 
to  satisfj'  the  charge.  By  order  of  court,  the  Missouri  City  Savings 
Bank,  and  John  Chrisman,  were  made  defendants  in  said  suit.  The 
Bank  filed  an  answer  alleging  a  lien  under  a  judgment  against  Clark, 
rendered  March  27,  1874.  This  judgment  was  founded  on  a  note  of 
said  Clark  payable  to  the  order  of  the  Missouri  City  Savings  Bank,  at 
the  office  of  said  Bank.  Chrisman  filed  an  answer  alleging  a  lien  on 
part  of  the  land  under  a  trust  deed,  executed  b3'  Clark  Sept.  19,  1874, 
to  secure  a  loan.  Chrisman  also  filed  a  cross  answer  to  the  answer  of  the 
Missouri  City  Savings  Bank,  alleging  that  said  Bank  was  not  a  corpo- 
ration. Upon  the  trial,  to  prove  the  corporate  organization  and  exist- 
ence of  the  Bank,  a  certificate  signed  by  the  alleged  president  and 
secretary  was  offered  in  evidence.  To  the  admission  of  this  certificate 
Chrisman  objected,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  comply  with  the 
statutory  requirements.  This  objection  was  sustained,  and  the  evi- 
dence was  excluded.  The  Circuit  Court  ordered  the  sale  of  the  land  ; 
and  directed  that  the  judgment  of  the  Bank  should  be  paid  out  of  the 
proceeds  before  the  claim  of  Chrisman.  Chrisman  appealed  from  an 
order  denying  his  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

D.  C.  Allen,  and  Samuel  Hardmicke,  for  appellant. 

The  doctrine  of  estoppel  does  not  apply.  It  takes  two  to  make  an 
estoppel.  There  must  be  a  partj' estopped,  and  a  party  in  whose  favor 
the  estoppel  works.  Herman  on  Estoppel,  40,  41.  It  is  plain  from 
the  evidence  that  the  Missouri  City  Savings  Bank  never  had  a 'cor- 
porate existence,  nor  a  lawful  organization  on  which  corporate  exist- 
ence could  be  based.  The  Circuit  Court  in  excluding  the  certificate 
dated  April  24th,  1869,  so  held.  Hence  there  was  no  person  in  whose 
favor  an  estoppel  could  work.  Douthitt  v.  Stinson,  63  Mo.  279.  The 
judgment  against  Clark  being  a  nullity  (because  not  rendered  in  favor 
of  any  legal  entity),  no  question  of  estoppel  arises  under  it.  Bigelow 
on  Estoppel,  21,  283  ;    Wixom  v.  Stephens,  17  Mich.  518. 

[Omitting  remainder  of  argument.] 

Simrall  &  Sandusky,  for  respondent. 

By  the  execution  of  the  note  Clark  admitted  the  corporate  existence 
of  the  Missouri  City  Savings  Bank,  and  he  was  estopped  thereafter  from 
denying  its  corporate  existence.  [Omitting  citations.]  It  was  un- 
necessary to   allege  that  plaintiff  was  a  corporation ;   and  therefore 

i  Only  BO  mnch  of  the  report  is  given  as  relates  to  one  point.  —  Ed. 
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unnecessary  to  prove  it.  Clark  was  not  only  estopped  by  the  execu- 
tion of  said  note  from  denying  the  corporate  existence  of  the  bank,  but 
he  was  also  estopped  by  the  judgment.  If  the  defense,  nul  tiel  corpo- 
ration, was  open  to  him  at  all,  it  should  have  been  asserted  before  the 
rendition  of  said  judgment. 

[Omitting  remainder  of  argument.] 

Norton,  J.  .  .  . 

In  support  of  these  positions  it  is  insisted  by  counsel  that,  inasmuch 
as,  on  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  Missouri  City  Savings  Bank  failed  to 
introduce  evidence  establishing  the  fact  that  it  was  a  corporation,  the 
said  judgment  rendered  in  its  favor  was  a  nullity  and  did  not  create  a 
lien  upon  the  real  estate  of  Clark. 

We  think  the  view  thus  taken  is  unsound.  The  note  upon  which 
said  judgment  was  rendered  is  as  follows : 

"  $4,000.  Missouri  City,  July  1st,  1870. 

Four  months  after  date  we  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  Mis 
souri  City  Savings  Bank,  Four  Thousand  Dollars,  negotiable  and  pay 
able  at  the  office  of  the  Missouri  City  Savings  Bank,  Missouri  City, 
Mo.,  without  defalcation  or  discount,  for  value  received,  with  interest 
at  ten  per  cent  per  annum  from  maturity  until  paid. 

Gilmer,  Clark  &  Co. 

J.  Y.  Clark. 

R.  G.  Gilmer,  Security." 

We  think  it  clear  that  in  the  suit  instituted  by  the  bank  on  this  note 
Clark  would  not  have  been  allowed  to  deny  the  corporate  existence  of 
the  bank  for  the  reason  that  by  executing  the  note  he  admitted  the  fact 
that  it  was  a  corporation,  which  estopped  him  from  disputing  it.  This 
principle  was  distinctly  enunciated  in  the  case  of  National  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Bowman,  60  Mo.  252,  following  the  case  of  Farmers  and  Mer- 
chants Insurance  Oo.  v.  Needles,  62  Mo,  17,  and  the  case  of  0.  &  M. 
M.R.  Co.  V.  McPherson,  35  Mo.  13.  In  the  case  of  Oity  of  St.  Louis 
V.  Shields,  et  al.,  62  Mo.  247,  it  was  expressly  held  that  the  obligors 
on  a  bond  given  to  a  corporation  by  making  and  signing  the  instrument 
admit  the  corporate  capacity  of  the  obligee,  and  in  a  suit  on  such  bond 
cannot  plead  nul  tiel  corporation.  The  cases  cited  indisputably  estab- 
lish that  Clark,  the  obligor  in  the  note  upon  which  the  judgment  rests, 
could  not  have  set  up  as  a  defense  that  the  bank  was  not  a  corporation, 
and  it  therefore  follows  that  the  judgment,  so  far  from  being  a  nullity 
as  counsel  contend,  was  rightful  and  proper,  and  from  the  time  of 
its  rendition  became  a  lien  on  the  real  estate  of  Clark  in  Clay,  county, 
and  was  conclusive  and  binding  not  only  on  him  but  upon  all  claiming 
through  or  under  him. 

[After  discussing  the  doctrine  of  privit}'.]  It  thus  appearing  that 
Clark,  against  wliom  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  bank  was  rendered, 
could  not  have  prevented  its  rendition  by  disputing  the  corporate  ex- 
istence of  the  bank  it  therefore  necessarily  follows  from  the  principles 
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above  announced  that  Chrisman,  the  henefieiary  in  the  deed  of  trust 
executed  subsequently  to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  and  convey- 
ing to  the  trustee  for  him  laud  upon  which  said  judgment  had  become 
a  lien,  occupied  no  better  position  than  Clark.  The  judgment  being 
effteacious  to  create  a  lien  on  Clark's  land,  could  not  have  been  dravvu 
in  question  by  Clark  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  nullity,  because  the 
bank  was  not  a  corporation ;  nor  can  it  be  assailed  on  the  ground  by 
Chrisman,  who  became  a  privy  in  estate  by  reason  of  the  grant  made 
by  Clark  to  him  in  the  deed  of  trust  of  part  of  the  land  upon  which 
the  judgment  was  attached  as  a  lien. 


Judgment  affirmed. 


SISTYDEE  V.  STUDEBAKEE. 


1862.     19  Indiana,  462. 


Appeal  from  the  Wells  Circuit  Court. 

WoEDEN,  J.  This  was  an  action  by  Snyder  against  Studebaker, 
to  recover  possession  of  a  certain  tract  of  land.  Judgment  for  the 
defendant. 

The  same  question  is  presented  by  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence. 

It  appears  that,  in  March,  1853,  the  plaintiif,  who  was  then  the 
owner  of  the  land,  conveyed  the  same  to  the  Fort  Wayne  and  Southern 
Railroad  Company,  by  deed,  duly  executed  and  delivered. 

This  conveyance  was  made  on  account  of  a  stock  subscription. 

Afterward,  in  November,  1855,  the  railroad  company,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  conveyed  the  premises  to  the  defendant. 

The  Fort  Wayne  and  Somthei'n  Railroad  Company  was  chart^ed 
by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  passed  in  1849  ;  and  it  appears  that  the 
corporators  named  in  the  act  in  question  met  in  the  town  of  Bluffton, 
in  said  county  of  Wells,  on  the  19th  day  of  November,  1851,  and  then 
and  there  accepted  the  act  of  incorporation,  and  organized  the  company 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  said  act. 

If  the  corporation  was  not  created  before  the  1st  of  November,  1851, 
when  the  new  constitution  took  effect,  it  could  have  no  existence  at 
all,  as  that  instrument  prohibits  the  creation  of  corporations,  otlier 
than  banking,  by  special  act.  The  State  v.  Dawson,  16  Ind.  40 ; 
Harriman  v.  Southam,  Id.  190. 

The  plaintiff  claims,  that  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  acceptance  of 
the  charter,  or  organization  under  it,  until  after  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution  of  1851,  there  was  no  such  corporation  as  The  Fort  Wayne 
and  Southern  Railroad  Company  at  the  time  he  executed  the  convey- 
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ance,  and,  hence,  that  no  title  passed  from  him.  But  is  he  in  a  con- 
dition to  dispute  the  existence  of  the  corporation  at  the  time  he  made 
Ms  convej-ance  to  it? 

It  has  been  held,  in  numerous  cases  in  this  State,  that  a  party  who 
has  contracted  with  a  corporation,  as  such,  is,  as  a  general  proposition, 
estopped  by  his  contract  to  dispute  the  existence  of  the  corporation  at 
the  time  of  the  contract.  The  following  cases  may  be  cited,  though 
there  are, .  perhaps,  others  reported,  and  some  not  reported  as  yet. 
Judah  V.  The  American  Live  Stock  Insurance  Company,  4  Ind.  333. 
The  BrooJcviUe  and  Greensburg  Turnpike  Company  v.  McCarty-, 
8  Id.  392.  Ensey  v.  The  Cleveland  and  St.  Louis  Railroad  Com- 
pany, 10  Id.  178.  Fort  Wayne  and  Muffton  Turnpike  Company  v. 
Deam,  Id.  563.  Jones  v.  The  Cincinnati  Type  Foundery  Company, 
14  Id.  89.  Muhbard  v.  Chappell,  Id.  601.  The  Fvansville,  etc. 
Railroad  Company  v.  The  City  of  Foansville,  15  Id.  395.  Meikel 
V.  The  German  Savings  Fund  Society,  16  Id.  181.  Heaston  v.  I%e 
Cincinnati  and  Fort  Wayne  Railroad  Company,  Id.  275. 

The  doctrine  is  by  no  means  confined  to  the  State,  but  prevails  else- 
where. The  Dutchess  Cotton  Manufactory  v.  Davis,  14  Johns.  238. 
All  Saints  Church  v.  Lovett,  1  Hall,  191.  Palmer  v.  Lawrence, 
3  Sand.  Sup.  C.  R.  161.  Eaton  v.  Aspinwall,  6  Duer,  176.  Jones  v. 
Bank  of  Tennessee,  8  B.  Mon.  122.  Worcester  Medical  Institution 
V.  Harding,  11  Cush.  285.  The  Congregational  Society  v.  Perry, 
6  N.  H.  164.  People^ s  Savings  Bank,  etc.  v.  Collins,  27  Conn.  142. 
West  Winsted  Savings  Bank  v.  Ford,  Id.  282.  Angell  and  Ames  on 
Corp.,  sec.  94. 

The  estoppel  arises  upon  matter  oifact  onlj',  and  not  upon  matter  of 
law.  Hence,  if  there  be  no  law  which  authorized  the  supposed  corpo- 
ration, or  if  the  statute  authorizing  it  be  unconstitutional  and  void,  the 
contract  does  not  estop  the  party  making  it,  to  dispute  the  existence 
of  the  corporation.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  there  be  a  law  which 
authorized  the  corporation,  then,  whether  the  corporators  have  com- 
plied with  it,  so  as  to  become  duly  incorporated,  is  a  question  of  fact, 
and  the  party  making  the  contract  is  estopped  to  dispute  the  organi- 
zation or  the  legal  existence  of  the  corporation.  This  proposition  is 
substantially  stated  in  the  cases  of  Jones  v.  The  Cincinnati  Type 
Foundery  Company  ;  Meikel  v.  The  German  Savings  Fund  Society  ; 
and  Heaston  v.  ITte  Cincinnati  and  Fort  Wayne  Railroad  Company, 
supra. 

Let  us  apply  the  doctrine  to  the  case  before  us.  The  corporators 
named  in  the  act  to  establish  the  Fort  Wayne  and  Southern  Railroad 
Company  had  a  right,  at  any  time  before  the  offer  of  the  franchises 
was  withdrawn,  that  is,  before  the  constitution  of  1851  was  adopted, 
to  accept  the  charter,  and  organize  under  it.  If  they  did  so  accept  the 
charter,  and  organize,  the  corporation  was  legitimately  created,  and 
the  new  constitution  did  not  destroy  it. 
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Whether  they  did  so  accept  the  charter,  and  organize,  was  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  and  the  plaintiff,  by  his  conveyance,  is  estopped  to  deny 
such  acceptance  and  organization. 

That  the  corporators  accepted  the  charter,  and  organized  under  it, 
within  the  time  when  it  was  competent  to  do  so,  was  as  fully  admitted 
by  the  contract,  as  was  any  other  step  necessary  to  an  organization. 

The  conclusion  necessarily  follows,  that  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  to 
dispute  the  existence  of  the  corporation  at  the  time  of  his  conveyance 
to  it. 

This  point  was  ruled  the'  other  way  in  the  case  of  Harriman  v. 
Southam,  16  Ind.  190,  but,  upon  more  more  mature  reflection,  we  are 
satisfied  that  the  decision  upon  this  point  was  wrong,  and  should  be 
overruled. 

We  may  remark,  also,  that  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  was  erroneously 
applied  in  the  case  of  The  MiansviUe,  etc.  Railroad  Go.  v.  The  City 
of  Evansville,  15  Ind.  395.  There  the  point  made  was,  that  the  law, 
under  which  the  corporation  was  organized,  was  unconstitutional  and 
void.  A  party,  we  have  seen,  does  not,  by  his  contract,  estop  himself 
to  deny  that  there  is  any  law,  or  any  valid  law,  by  which  the  corpora- 
tion was  authorized. 

Some  further  observation,  in  respect  to  the  case  before  us,  will  not 
be  out  of  place.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel,  as  applied  to  the  case,  does 
not  rest  upon  a  mere  technical  rule  of  law.  It  has  its  foundation  in  the 
clearest  equitj-,  and  the  principles  of  natural  justice.  The  doctrine  of 
estoppel,  in  pais,  is  of  comparatively  recent  growth,  but  is  firmly  and 
clearly  established.  "  The  recent  decisions  of  the  courts,  both  in  this 
country  and  in  England,  appear  to  have  given  a  much  broader  sweep 
to  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais,  than  that  which  formerly  existed, 
and  to  have  established  that,  in  all  cases  where  an  act  is  done,  or  a 
statement  made,  by  a  partj-,  the  truth  or  efficacy  of  which  it  would  be 
a  fraud,  on  his  part,  to  controvert  or  impair,  there  the  character  of  an 
estoppel  will  be  given  to  what  would  otherwise  be  mere  matter  of  evi- 
dence, and  it  will,  therefore,  become  binding  upon  a  jury,  even  in  the 
presence  of  proof  of  a  contrary  nature."  2  Smith,  Lead.  Ca.  p.  531, 
1  Ani.  Ed.  See,  also,  upon  this  subject,  Kinney  v.  Farnsworth,  17 
Conn.  355.  Middleton  Bank  v.  Jerome,  18  M.,  443.  Laney  v. 
Laney,  4  Ind.  149.  In  Doe  ex  dem.  Richardson  v.  Baldwin,  1  Za- 
briskie,  397,  it  was  said,  that  "  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  rests  upon  the 
principle,  that  when  one  has  done  an  act,  or  made  a  statement,  which 
it  would  be  a  fraud,  on  his  part,  to  controvert  or  impair,  and  such  act 
or  statement  has  so  influenced  any  one  that  it  has  been  acted  upon,  the 
party  making  it  will  be  cut  off  from  the  power  of  retraction.  It  must 
appear,  1.  That  he  has  done  some  act,  or  made  some  admission  incon- 
sistent with  his  claim ;  2.  That  the  other  party  has  acted  upon  such 
conduct  or  admission ;  3.  That  such  party  will  be  injured  by  allowing 
the  conduct  or  admission  to  be  withdrawn."     Here  the  plaintiflT,  by  his 
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conveyance  to  the  corporation,  admitted  that  it  had  an  existence,  and 
could  receive  the  title.  Upon  this  act  and  admission  of  the  plaintiff 
the  defendant  has  acted,  in  purchasing  the  land  of  the  company.  If 
the  plaintiff  had  not  conveyed  to  the  corporation,  the  defendant  would 
not  have  purchased  from  it.  The  law  will  not  now  permit  the  plaintiff 
to  withdraw  the  admission  made  by  him  in  conveying  to  the  corpora- 
tion, and  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  land  which  he  purchased  on  the 
faith  of  such  admission. 

In  our  opinion,  the  judgment  below  is  right,  and  must  be  affirmed. 

Per  Curiam.  —  The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

vToAm  a.  Coffroth,  for  the  appellant. 


WINGET  V.  QUINCY  BUILDING,   ETC.,   ASS'K 

1889.    128  nimois,  67. 

A  BILL  in  chancery,  brought"  by  complainants  to  enjoin  the  sale  of 
certain  premises  under  the  powers  of  sale  contained  in  two  deeds  of 
trust  executed  by  the  complainants  to  the  Quincy  Building  and  Home- 
stead Association  to  secure  the  repayment  of  money  loaned. 
Mr.  Justice  Bailey  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court :  — 
One  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  complainants  seek  to  be  relieved 
from  the  legal  consequences  of  Winget's  membership  in  the  Quincy 
Building  and  Homestead  Association,  and  from  the  obligations  created 
by  the  notes  and  deeds  of  trust  executed  by  thero.  to  said  association 
is,  that  the  association  has  no  valid  legal  existence.  In  support  of 
this  contention  they  insist  that  the  act  of  1872  under  which  said  asso- 
ciation was  organized  is  unconstitutional  and  void,  because  the  entire 
scope  of  the  act,  as  is  claimed,  is  not  sufficiently  expressed  in  the  title. 
On  this  point  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  whatever  may  be  the  fact  in 
relation  to  the  valid  legal  existence  of  said  association  as  a  corporation, 
the  complainants  are  not  in  a  position  in  which  they  can  be  permitted 
to  challenge  its  validity.  A  party  who  has  contracted  with  a  corpora- 
tion de  facto  as  such,  cannot  be  permitted,  after  having  received  the 
benefits  of  his  contract,  to  allege  any  defect  in  the  organization  of 
such  corporation,  as  affecting  its  capacity  to  enforce  such  contract,  but 
all  such  objections,  if  valid,  are  available  only  on  behalf  of  the  sover- 
eign power  of  the  State.  2  Morawetz  on  Corporations,  sec.  750,  and 
authorities  cited  in  note.  And  this  rule  applies  even  where  the 
corporation  is  organized  under  a  law  alleged  to  be  unconstitutional. 
Friedland  v.  Pennsylvania  Central  Ins.  Co.,  94  Pa.  St.  604 ;  McCarthy 
V.  Lavasche,  89  111.  270 ;  Dows  v.  Naper,  91  Id.  44 ;  Morawetz  on  Cor- 
porations, sees.  759,  760. 
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1895.    21  Colorado,  263.1 

Error  to  the  District  Court  of  Pitkin  County. 

The  Aspen  Hardware  Company  instituted  this  suit  in  the  court 
below  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  a  stock  of  goods  seized  by  the 
United  States  marshal  under  a  writ  of  attachment  issued  out  of  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  at  the  suit  of  Joseph  A.  Thatcher, 
plaintiff,  against  one  A.  B.  Eads.  The  only  question  in  the  case  has 
reference  to  the  corporate  capacity  of  defendant  in  error,  it  not  hav- 
ing filed,  prior  to  the  attachment  levy,  its  certificate  of  incorpora- 
tion with  the  secretary  of  state,  as  required  by  statute.  Session  Laws 
of  1887,  p.  406.  In  the  district  court  judgment  was  entered  in  favor 
of  the  company.     The  statute  reads  as  follows : 

"  Every  corporation  .  .  .  incorporated  by  or  under  any  general  or 
special  law  of  this  state,  .  .  .  shall  pay  to  the  secretary  of  state  for 
the  use  of  the  state,  a  fee  [proportioned  to  the  amount  of  capital 
stock].  .  .  .  The  said  fee  shall  be  due_and  payable  upon  the  filing  of 
the  certificate  of  incorporation,  articles  of  association,  or  charter  of 
said  corporation,  ...  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state ;  and  no 
such  corporation  .  .  .  shall  have  or  exercise  any  corporate  powers  or 
be  permitted  to  do  any  business  in  this  state  until  the  said  fee  shall 
have  been  paid ;  and  the  secretary  of  state  shall  not  file  any  certifi- 
cate of  incorporation,  articles  of  association,  charter  or  certificate  of 
the  increase  of  capital  stock,  .  .  .  until  said  fee  shall  have  been  paid 
to  him.  .  .  ." 

In  1889,  Bowles,  Eads,  and  Kettler  formed  an  organization  known 
as  the  Aspen  Hardware  Company.  They  intended  that  the  company 
should  be  legally  incorporated.  To  this  end  they  caused  to  be  exe- 
cuted articles  of  incorporation,  on  Nov.  16,  1889,  in  due  form ;  and 
immediately  filed  the  same  with  the  clerk  and  recorder  of  Pitkin 
County.  Por  some  reason  not  explained  by  the  evidence,  the  articles 
were  not  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state  until  after  the 
levy  of  the  writ  of  attachment  hereinafter  referred  to,  and  not  until 
the  day  upon  which  this  suit  in  replevin  was  instituted,  but  wheth«^- 
before  or  after  the  commencement  of  this  action  does  not  clearly 
appear  from  the  evidence. 

After  the  articles  were  filed  with  the  county  clerk,  the  directors 
therein  named,  of  whom  Eads  was  one,  held  a  meeting,  elected  offi- 
cers, caused  capital  stock  to  be  issued,  &c.  Eads,  thereupon,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  sold  and  transferred  to  the  new  organization 
the  stock  in  trade  of  a  hardware  business  ;  and  Bowles  from  that  time 
conducted  the  business  for  the  Aspen  Hardware  Company,  selling 
goods  and  purchasing  new  goods  in  the  corporate  name. 

1  Statement  abridged.    Part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Eo. 
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The  business  was  thus  continued  until  July  31,  1890,  when  a  suit 
was  commenced  by  Thatcher  against  Eads,  and  the  property  in  ques- 
tion levied  upon  as  the  property  of  the  defendant  in  that  suit ;  and 
this  action  of  replevin  was  immediately  instituted  to  recover  posses- 
sion of  the  property,  or  its  value. 

A.  B.  McKinley,  Hugh  Butler,  and  Wihon  &  Salmon,  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

H.  W.  Clark,  and  W.  W.  Cooley,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Hayt,  C.  J.  .  .  .  The  controversy  in  this  case  is  narrowed  to  the 
single  question  of  the  capacity  of  defendant  in  error  to  take  title  to  the 
property  in  controversy  as  a  corporation  at  the  time  of  the  attempted 
transfer  by  Eads,  it  not  having  at  that  time  filed  its  articles  of  incor- 
poration with  the  secretary  of  state,  or  paid  the  fee  for  such  filing,  as 
provided  by  the  statute  of  1887.     Session  Laws  of  1887,  p.  406. 

The  language  of  the  act  is  plain  and  unambiguous.  It  reads,  "no 
such  corporation  .  .  .  shall  have  or  exercise  any  corporate  powers. 
.  .  ."  The  taking  of  title  to  property  was  certainly  the  exercise  of  a 
corporate  power,  and  as  such  prohibited  by  the  express  terms  of  the 
statute.  This  is  not  controverted  by  counsel  for  appellee,  but  it  is 
contended  that  Eads  having  assisted  in  the  organization  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  having  sold  to  it  the  hardware  stock,  is  estopped  from 
denying  the  corporate  existence  of  the  company,  and  that  the  attache 
ing  creditor  took  the  property  subject  to  the  same  estoppel. 

The  doctrine  of  estoppel  cannot  be  successfully  invoked,  we  think, 
unless  the  corporation  has  at  least  a  de  facto  existence.  The  rule  is 
stated  as  follows  by  Morawetz  on  Private  Corporations,  sec.  750,  it 
having  been  first  announced  in  the  case  of  Brouwer  v.  Appleby, 
1  Sandf .  158 :  "  A  defendant  who  has  contracted  with  a  corporation 
de  facto  is  never  permitted-  to  allege  any  defect  in  its  organization  as 
affecting  its  capacity  to  contract  or  sue,  but  that  all  such  objections,  if 
valid,  are  only  available  on  behalf  of  the  sovereign  power  of  the  state." 

It  is  also  well  settled  that  to  constitute  a  de  facto  corporation  there 
must  be  either  a  charter  or  a  law  authorizing  the  creation  of  such  a 
corporation,  with  an  attempt  in  good  faith  to  comply  with  its  terms, 
and  also  a  user  or  attempt  to  exercise  corporate  powers  under  it. 
Duggan  v.  The  Colo.  Mort.  &  Inv.  Co.,  11  Colo.  113 ;  Bates  et  al.  v. 
Wiison  et  al.,  14  Colo.  140. 

A  de  facto  corporation  can  never  be  recognized  in  violation  of  a 
positive  law.  This  principle,  which  seems  to  be  supported  by  all  the 
authorities,  is  thus  stated  by  Morawetz  on  Private  Corporations, 
sec.  758 :  "  If  the  formation  of  a  corporate  association  is  not  only 
prohibited  by  this  general  rule  of  the  common  law,  but  is  also  in  vio- 
lation of  some  principle  of  morality  or  public  policy,  or  a  positive 
statutory  prohibition,  the  parties  forming  such  association  will  not  be 
legally  bound  by  their  agreement  of  membership,,  and  the  courts  will 
not  recognize  the  association,  either  as  among  its  members  or  against 
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third  parties."  To  recognize  the  defendant  as  a  de  facto  corporation, 
would,  as  we  have  seen,  be  in  direct  conflict  with  the  express  language 
of  the  act,  which  declares  that  without  the  payment  of  the  fee  the 
corporation  shall  have  no  corporate  power. 

One  object  of  this  statute  is  to  restrict  the  organization  of  "  wild- 
cat "  corporations,  it  being  Supposed  that  the  increased  fee  required 
by  the  act  would,  in  a  measure  at  least,  prevent  the  overcapitalization 
of  companies.  The  legislature  being  of  the  opinion  that  this  purpose 
would  be  advanced  by  requiring  the  fee  to  be  paid  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  exercise  of  any  corporate  power,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  courts  to  give  effect  to  this  intent  as  the  same  is  manifest  from 
the  plain  language  of  the  act. 

The  taking  of  title  to  the  property  in  controvery  being  the  exercise 
of  a  corporate  power,  and,  as  such,  forbidden  until  the  fee  for  filing 
has  been  paid,  it  follows  that  the  title  of  The  Aspen  Hardware  Com- 
pany as  a  corporation  cannot  be  upheld.  Having  failed  to  comply 
with  the  statute.  The  Aspen  Hardware  Company  at  the  time  of  the 
transfer  was  neither  a  de  jure  nor  a  de  facto  corporation,  but  simply  a 
voluntary  association  of  individuals  in  the  nature  of  a  copartnership. 

There  is  a  broad  distinction  between  those  acts  made  necessary  by 
the  statute  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  exercise  of  corporate  powers  and 
those  acts  required  of  individuals  seeking  incorporation,  but  not 
made  prerequisites  to  the  exercise  of  such  powers. 

"  In  respect  to  the  former,  any  material  omission  will  be  fatal  to  the 
existence  of  the  corporation,  and  may  be  taken  advantage  of  collat- 
erally, in  any  form  in  which  the  fact  of  incorporation  can  properly  be 
called  in  question.  In  respect  to  the  latter,  the  incorporation  is 
responsible  only  to  the  government  in  a  direct  proceeding  to  forfeit 
the  charter."  Abbott  v.  Omaha  Smelting  <Ss  Refining  Company,  4  Neb. 
416.  The  omission  in  this  case  is  of  acts  of  the  former  class,  and 
consequently  there  was  no  corporation  in  esse  at  the  time  of  the  levy 
of  the  writ,  while  the  evidence  leaves  it  in  doubt  if  this  omission 
had  been  supplied  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  present  action. 

But  although  it  could  not  at  the  time  exf  rcise  any  corporate  power, 
this  did  not  prevent  The  Aspen  Hardware  Company  from  taking  title 
to  the  property  as  a  copartnership.  In  other  words,  under  the  con- 
ceded facts,  the  company  was  not  at  the  time  a  corporation,  but  this 
will  not  preclude  it  from  maintaining  the  action  as  a  copartnership. 
The  plaintiff  sues  as  The  Aspen  Hardware  Company,  and  the  facts 
alleged  show  that  such  company  was  a  copartnership  and  not  a  corpo- 
ration. There  is  nothing  in  the  name  of  the  association  to  conflict 
with  this,  as  at  common  law  partners  may  carry  on  business  under 
any  name  they  choose;  They  are  bound  rather  by  their  acts  than  by 
the  style  which  they  give  to  themselves.  Cook  on  Stock  and  Stock- 
holders,  sec.  233 ;  Chaffee  v.  Ludeling,  27  La.  Ann.  607. 

This  principle  has  been  applied  in  many  cases  where  parties  have 
set  up  the  defense  of  individual  nonliability  by  reason  of  having 
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directed  an  incorporation  to  be  had,  but  where  none  in  fact  was  con- 
summated. Cook  on  Stock  and  Stockholders,  sees.  233,  234 ;  Abbott 
V.  Omaha  Smelting  &  Refining  Co.,  supra ;  Empire  Mills  v.  Alston 
Grocery  Co.,  lo  S.  W.  Eep.  505  (Texas). 

The  law  having  cast  this  liability  upon  the  members  of  the  associa- 
tion, we  think  they  must  be  given  the  advantages  accorded  a  copart- 
nership. So,  in  this  case,  while  we  feel  compelled  under  the  statute  to 
deny  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  as  a  corporation,  we  think  they  may 
maintain  the  action  as  a  copartnership.  The  cause  will  accordingly 
be  reversed  and  remanded,  with  directions  to  the  district  court  to 
allow  the  parties  to  amend  their  pleadings  as  they  may  be  advised. 

Reversed, 


WILLIAMS  V.  HEWITT. 


1895.    47  La.  Ann.  1076. 


Miller,  J.  The  plaintiffs  seek  to  hold  defendants  liable  for  an 
amount  deposited  in  the  Traders'  Bank,  under  which  name  it  is  alleged 
the  defendants  conducted  the  banking  business,  and  the  bank  itself  is 
included  as  a  defendant.  The  defendants  excepted  that  suing  the  bank 
along  with  the  other  defendants  was  a  misjoinder,  and  estopped  the 
plaintiffs  from  denying  the  corporate  capacity  of  the  bank ;  that  this 
estoppel  was  further  supported  by  the  fact  plaintiff  had  recognized 
the  corporate  capacity  of  the  bank  by  depositing  the  money  and  other 
dealings  with  it ;  and  the  estoppel  is  placed  by  the  exceptions  on  the 
additional  ground  that  in  a  previous  litigation  between  Mrs.  Williams, 
the  plaintiff  here,  and  Hewitt,  one  of  the  defendants,  she  had  made 
averments  inconsistent  with  her  position  in  this  case  ;  that  the  defend- 
ants are  liable  as  members  of  an  unincorporated  association.  These 
defences  of  estoppel  are  again  urged  in  the  answer  along  with  the  gen- 
eral issue,  and  the  defence  that  plaintiffs  dealt  with  a  corporation  and 
cannot  hold  the  shareholders  liable.  The  lower  court  overruled  the 
exceptions  on  the  merits,  gave  judginent  against  defendants,  and  they 
appeal. 

The  law  recognizes  a  firm  name  and  the  petition  sues  the  Traders' 
Bank,  alleging  it  to  be  an  unincorporated  association  and  the  individual 
members  of  the  association  averred  to  be  commercial  partners.  Money 
in  bank  and  other  personal  property  of  the  partnership  is  usually  held 
in  the  name  of  the  partnership,  and  the  law  authorizes  suits  against 
the  partnership  and  the  individual  members.  We  think  there  was  no 
misjoinder.  Code  of  Practice,  Art.  198 ;  Story  on  Partnership,  sees. 
102,  142. 

The  defendants  objected  to  the  testimony  offered  by  plaintiff  tending 
to  show  that  the  articles  of  association  relied  on  to  sustain  the  defence 
of  the  corporate  capacity  of  the  bank  were  never  published  as  required 
by  law.     The  objection  was,  the  petition  alleged  no  defects  in  the 
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organization  of  tlie  corporation.  In  our  view,  it  was  unnecessary  to 
make  sucli  allegations  or  offer  the  testimony.  It  is,  we  think,  clear 
that  sued  as  commercial  partners  it  was  for  defendants  to  maintain 
they  had  become  a  corporation,  by  complying  with  the  requisites  of 
the  law.     Hence,  the  ruling  on  the  testimony  is  of  no  consequence. 

The  legislation  authorizing  the  formation  of  banking  associations 
requires  the  organization  articles  to  be  by  notarial  act,  stating  the 
number  of  shares  into  which  the  stock  is  divided ;  the  names,  resi- 
dences, and  number  of  shares  held  by  the  shareholders ;  the  time,  man- 
ner of  payment  of, the  shares,  with  other  particulars ;  and  the  act  must 
be  registered  in  the  ofB.ce  of  the  recorder  of  the  parish ;  the  domicile 
of  the  corporation,  and  the  act  must  be  published  in  that  parish  and 
in  New  Orleans,  and  in  Baton  Eouge.     Revised  Statutes,  sec.  279. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  act  claimed  to  invest  the  defendants  with 
corporate  capacity  contained  no  statement  of  the  number  of  shares 
held  by  defendants,  and  was  never  published  in  New  Orleans  or  Baton 
Eouge.  Mere  informalities  in  the  act  may  well  be  disregarded,  but  it 
will  not  be  disputed  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  omission  in  the  act 
here,  and  the  failure  to  publish  it  as  required,  are  material.  In  our 
view,  the  fact  affords  no  defence,  and  unless  there  is  some  other 
ground,  defendants  must  be  held  as  commercial  partners.  Cook  on 
Shareholders,  sees.  230,  231,  232,  233,  234,  et  seq.  ;  Revised  Statutes, 
sec.  282 ;  Field  v.  Cooks,  16  An.  163 ;  Workingmen's  Accommodation 
Bank  v.  Converse,  29  An.  370 ;  Vrendenhurg  v.  Behan,  33  An.  635 ; 
Story  on  Partnership,  sec.  164 ;  Angell  and  Ames  on  Corporations, 
sees.  41,  591. 

It  is  claimed,  in  support  of  the  estoppel  pleaded,  that  the  tendency 
of  more  recent  authority  is  that  those  who  constitute  themselves  and 
do  business  as  a  de  facto  corporation  cannot  be  held  as  individuals. 
If  this  is  to  be  accepted,  there  is  but  limited,  if  any,  necessity  for  our 
law  providing  for  organization  of  private  corporations,  compliance  with 
which  has  been  generally  accepted  as  essential  to  enable  individuals, 
without  incurring  personal  responsibility,  to  do  the  banking  business. 
It  would  be  enough  to  assume  the  name,  appoint  officers,  and  receive 
deposits  and  pay  checks.  But  if  the  argument  is  to  be  deemed  to  affirm 
that  an  attempted  organization  under  the  corporation  law  will  relieve 
individuals  from  liability  in  conducting  a  de  facto  bank,  the  answer  is, 
we  think,  that  the  organization  proposed  must  conform  to  the  substan- 
tial requisites  of  the  law,  or  it  will  be  abortive.  Mr.  Cook  thus  states 
the  law :  "  The  creditor  may  ignore  the  asserted  corporation,  and  pro- 
ceed against  the  supposed  stockholders,  if  the  prescribed  method  of 
incorporation  has  not  been  observed."  He  recognizes  that  mere  in- 
formalities are  inconsequential.  He  mentions  want  of  publication  as 
fatal,  and  we  think  no  less  can  be  said  of  the  absence  of  any  statement 
of  the  number  of  shares  held  by  shareholders,  the  measure  of  whose 
responsibility,  indicated  by  the  number  of  shares  they  hold,  is  impor- 
tant to  be  known  to  all  who  risk  their  money  on  deposit  in  chartered 
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banks.  Cook,  Ibid.,  and  our  decisions  cited.  Eevised  Statutes,  sec. 
282 ;  Angell  and  Ames  on  Corporations,  sees.  41,  591.  The  fact  then 
that  the  defendants  assumed  to  be  and  did  business  as  a  de  facto  bank, 
even  if  that  assumption  is  deemed  conveyed  to  plaintiffs  by  the  name 
of  the  bank  and  issue  of  the  certificates,  is  manifestly  no  protection  to 
defendants  against  liability  in  their  iudividual  capacities. 

We  do  not  understand  that  the  testimony  as  to  the  dealings  of  the 
plaintiffs  with  the  bank  attributes  to  them  any  knowledge  at  the  time 
they  made  the  deposit  of  the  attempted  organization.  The  estoppel 
seems  to  rest  on  the  deposit  and  the  certificate  issued  by  the  institu- 
tion known  as  the  Traders'  Bank.  It  is  possible  to  conceive  of  one 
depositing  his  money  in  a  bank  with  full  knowledge  the  institution 
had  proposed  organization  as  a  corporation  under  the  laws,  had  failed, 
and  yet  was  doing  business.  If  anybody  had  that  knowledge,  in  all 
human  probability  no  such  deposit  would  ever  be  made,  certainly  not, 
unless  the  depositor  was  satisfied  of  the  personal  responsibility  of  the 
parties  engaged  in  the  business,  aud  relied  on  it,  and  on  it  alone.  We 
cannot,  therefore,  find  the  basis  for  any  estoppel  based  on  any  know- 
ledge on  plaintiffs'  part  of  the  attempted  organization  or  its  failure, 
for  if  he  had  any  such  notice  he  must  be  deemed  to  have  acted  on  the 
faith  of  that  personal  liability  it  is  now  claimed  he  is  estopped  from  as- 
serting. If  there  was  any  estoppel  of  this  character,  the  plaintiffs 
would  be  in  this  predicament;  it  is  conceded  the  bank  never  organ- 
ized, and  hence  plaintiffs  have  none  of  the  remedies  given  by  our  legis- 
lation to  creditors  of  corporations.  Eevised  Statutes,  sec.  275,  et  seq.  ; 
Act  No.  150  of  1888 ;  No.  95  of  1882.  Nor  have  they  any  recourse  on 
the  iudividual  members  of  the  unincorporated  association  if  their  the- 
ory on  estoppel  prevails.  The  plaintiffs,  when  they  made  the  deposit, 
acted  on  the  ordinary  faith  of  responsibility  for  that  deposit.  Their 
knowledge  that  the  institution  was  not  chartered  came  to  them  after 
the  deposit;  There  is,  in  our  view,  no  basis  to  infer  any  notice  to 
plaintiffs  of  any  kind  on  which  an  estoppel  can  be  based,  unless  we  are 
to  hold  that  the  externals  usual  to  all  private  banks,  of  the  name  of  a 
bank  and  presidents  and  cashiers,  with  the  issue  of  certificates  of  de- 
posit, estop  plaintiffs  from  asserting  the  individual  liability  of  those 
who  receive  djeposits. 

The  courts  have  not  frequently  applied  the  estoppel  against  denying 
the  existence  of  the  corporation.  It  will  be  found  that  in  such  cases 
the  estoppel  has  rested  on  conduct  of  the  corporation  which  made  it 
inequitable  for  it  to  avail  of  the  estoppel,  and  it  strikes  us  if  there  is 
any  room  in  this  case  for  any  estoppel,  it  would  be  that  arising  from 
defendants  taking  plaintiff's  money  on  deposit  as  bankers  with  no 
license  to  do  that  business.  It  would  be,  in  our  view,  a  palpable  wrong 
to  plaintiffs  if  they  were  precluded  from  enforcing  against  defendants 
the  liability  announced  in  express  terms  by  our  statute  and  with  equal 
clearness  by  the  commercial  law  that  unincorporated  bankers  shall  be 
liable  to  the  full  extent  of  their  engagements.    Eevised  Statutes,  sec. 
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282;  Story  on  Partnership,  sec.  164, 77;  Angell'and  Ames  on  Corpora- 
tions, sec.  41,  691.  Estoppels  in  favor  of  corporations  have  been 
placed  on  dealings  with  them  resulting  in  some  benefit  or  advantage 
obtained  from  the  corporation,  and  very  naturally,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  party  holding  such  advantage  or  benefit  could  not  dispute  the 
resulting  liability  by  denying  the  existence  of  the  corporation  -when 
sued  by  it  on  his  obligation.  It  is  in  great  part  the  long  line  of  eases 
of  estoppels  against  or  for  corporations  or  asserted  corporations  all 
resting  on  some  basis  of  conduct  or  of  benefit  obtained,  or  other  cause 
forbidding  as  inequitable  the  estoppel  attempted  to  be  invoked,  from 
which  the  defendants  claim  to  derive  support  for  the  estoppel  of  con- 
duct they  plead.  These  cases,  cited  in  defendant's  brief,  have  had  our 
attention  and  are  covered,  we  think,  by  the  comment  we  make.  Thus 
in  Douglas  County  v.  Bolles,  94  U.  S.  104,  it  was  held  the  corporate 
existence  could  not  be  denied  by  its  debtors ;  the  same  principle  is 
applied  in  another  case  cited  by  defendants  of  suits  to  enforce  stock 
subscriptions.  Casey  v.  Galli,  94  U.  S.  680,  and  there  are  similar  types. 
The  case  of  Wallace  v.  Loomis,  97  U.  S.  446,  affirms  that  corporate 
capacity  assumed  to  obtain  a  standing  in  court  cannot  be  afterward 
denied.  Another  phase  of  estoppel  having  some  affinity  to  defendant's 
case,  is  that  of  a  creditor  selling  to  a  corporation  in  progress  of  forma- 
tion when  the  goods  were  sold,  and  the  organization  completed  after, 
of  all  of  which  the  creditor  was  fully  advised  when  he  sold  the  goods : 
in  the  suit  brought  by  him  against  the  individuals  of  the  corporation 
it  was  very  properly  held  he  was  estopped  by  the  explicit  communica- 
tion to  him,  arising  from  the  transaction  itself  and  the  correspondence, 
that  he  was  dealing  with  an  inchoate  corporation,  and  was  to  rely 
alone  on  its  responsibility.  Whitney  v.  Wyman,  101  U.  S.  392.  In 
these  and  similar  cases  in  which  any  dispute  of  the  corporate  existence 
has  been  deemed  precluded,  we  can  find  nothing  to  support  defend- 
ant's contention.  The  plaintiffs  have  obtained  no  benefit  or  advantage 
from  defendants,  nor  done  any  act  or  pursued  any  line  of  conduct  .by 
which  defendants  have  been  prejudiced,  or  at  all  inconsistent  with 
plaintiffs'  suit  to  obtain  their  money  from  those  who  took  it  on  deposit. 
The  plaintiffs  put  their  money  in  defendants'  bank  under  the  usual 
obligation  of  those  who  received  the  money  to  return  the  deposit  when 
called  upon.  We  can  find  no  estoppel  arising  out  of  this  transaction 
to  defeat  the  plaintiff. 

We  have  given  the  case  in  all  its  aspects  careful  attention,  and  in 
our  view  there  was  no  defence.  If  we  have  not  noticed  all  phases  of 
the  able  discussion  of  the  defendants,  it  is  because  the  views  expressed 
dispose  of  the  case. 

It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the  judgment 
appealed  from  be  affirmed  with  costs. 


SNIDEE's  sons  CO.  V.  TKOY.  217 


SNIDER'S  SONS  CO.  v.  TEOY. 

1890.     91  Alabama,  224.1 

Action  for  goods  sold  by  plaintiffs,  in  1888,  to,  or  on  the  order  of, 
The  Dispatch  Publishing  Co.  The  complaint  alleged  that  said  Com- 
pany was  at  the  time  a  partnership,  and  that  defendant  was  one  of  the 
partners  ;  that  tlie  Company  claimed  to  be  a  corporation,  but  was  never 
in  fact  incorporated.  Plea,  setting  out  certain  steps  taken,  in  1885,  by 
defendant  and  other  persons  to  organize  a  corporation  by  the  above 
name  ;  also  alleging  that  the  debt  now  sued  for  was  contracted  by  said 
Company  as  such  corporation,  and  not  otherwise ;  and  that  plaintiff 
dealt  with  it  as  a  corporation,  and  not  as  a  partnership  or  association 
of  individuals.     A  demurrer  to  the  plea  was  overruled. 

£!.  P.  Morrissett,  for  appellant. 

Tompkins  <fc  Troy,  contra. 

Clopton,  J.  A  corporation  de  facto  exists  when,  from  irregularity 
or  defect  in  the  organization  or  constitution,  or  from  some  omission  to 
comply  with  the  conditions  precedent,  a  corporation  <fo  jure  is  not 
created,  but  there  has  been  a  colorable  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  some  law  under  which  an  association  might  be  lawfully  incor- 
porated for  the  purposes  and  with  the  powers  assumed,  and  a  user  of 
the  rights  claimed  to  be  conferred  by  the  law,  when  there  is  an  organi- 
zation with  color  of  law,  and  the  exercise  of  corporate  franchises  and 
functions.  M.  E.  Church  v.  Pickett,  19  N.  Y.  482  ;  Stout  v.  Zuliek, 
48  N.  J.  Law,  599,  7  Atl.  Rep.  362. 

The  enabling  law  under  which  a  corporation  for  the  purposes  and 
objects  of  the  Dispatch  Publishing  Companj-,  and  with  the  powers 
assumed,  might  have  been  lawfulij'  created  at  that  time,  is  contained 
in  sections  1803-1812  of  the  Code  of  1876,  and  the  amendatory  acts, 
which  authorize  and  provide  for  the  incorporation  of  two  or  more  per- 
sons desirous  of  forming  a  private  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing on  any  industrial  or  other  lawful  business  not  otherwise  specially 
provided  for  b3-  law.  Acts  1882-83,  p.  40.  The  plea  avers  that  de- 
fendant and  two  other  named  persons  filed,  September  2,  1885,  with 
the  judge  of  probate  of  Montgomery  county,  a  written  declaration, 
signed  by  themselves,  setting  forth  substantially  the  matters  required 
bj'  the  statute,  except  the  residences  of  the  persons,  that  the}'  organ- 
ized bj-  the  election  of  three  directors,  and  commenced  and  continued 
to  do  business  in  a  corporate  capacity,  and  were  so  doing  business 
when  the  debt  sued  for  was  contracted.  If  the  averments  of  the  plea 
be  true,  the  truth  of  which  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  the  Dispatch 
Publishing  Company  was  an  association  having  capital  stock  divided 
into  shares,  organized  by  the  election  of  oflScers,  and  transacting  busi- 
ness, and  exercising  franchises,  functions,  and  powers,  after  an  at 

1  Statement  abridged.    Arguraeuts  omitted.  — Ed. 
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tempted  incorporation,  as  if  it  were  a  corporation  dejure,  a  colorable 
compliance  witli  the  requirements  of  an  existing  and  enabling  law,  and 
user  of  tlie  rights  claimed  to  be  conferred  thereby,  the  essential  ele- 
ments of  a  corporation  de  facto.  Central,  A.  &  M.  Ass'n  v.  Alabama 
G.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  70  Ala.  120. 

Appellant  seeks  by  the  action  to  hold  defendant,  who  was  a  member, 
liable  as  a  partner  for  paper  and  other  supplies  sold  to  the  Dispatch 
Publishing  Company.  Whether  tine  shareholders  in  a  corporation  de 
facto  are  individually  liable  for  the  corporate  debts,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  or  a  statute,  is  a  question  as  to  which  the  authorities  are  in  direct 
antagonism.  In  Cook,  Stocks,  §  233,  the  doctrine  asserted  is:  "A 
corporate  creditor,  seeking  to  enforce  the  paj'meut  of  his  debt,  may 
ignore  the  existence  of  the  corporation,  and  may  proceed  against  the 
supposed  stockholders  as  partners,  by  proving  that  the  prescribed 
method  of  becoming  incorporated  was  not  complied  with  by  the  com- 
pany in  question."  The  leading  cases  supporting  this  doctrine  are 
Bigelow  V.  Gregory,  73  111.  197  ;  Abbott  v.  Smelting  Co.,  4  Neb.  416 ; 
Garnett  v.  Richardson,  35  Ark.  144 ;  Ferris  v.  Thaw,  72  Mo.  446 ; 
Ridenour  v.  Mayo,  40  Ohio  St.  9  ;  Coleman  v.  Coleman,  78  Ind.  344. 
We  have  omitted  reference  to  a  few  cases,  sometimes  cited,  for  the 
reason,  that  either  the  question  of  liability  as  partners  was  not  before 
the  court,  as  in  Blanchard  v.  Kaull,-44  Cal.  440  ;  or  the  debt  was 
contracted  before  any  steps  were  taken,  other  than  the  mere  filing  of  a 
certificate,  towards  organization,  as  in  Bergen  v.  Fishing  Co.,  (N.  J.) 
3  Atl.  Eep.  404 ;  or  it  was  contracted  after  the  expiration  of  the  char- 
ter by  its  own  limitation  without  reorganization,  as  in  Bank  v.  Landon, 
45  N.  Y.  410.  In  the  case  last  cited,  the  shareholders  entered  into  a 
special  agreement,  which  by  its  terms  created  a  partnership  as  to  third 
persons.  In  2  Mor.  Priv.  Corp.  §  748,  the  doctrine  is  stated  as  follows : 
"If  an  association  assumes  to  enter  into  a  contract  in  a  corporate 
capacity,  and  the  partj-  dealing  with  the  association  contracts  with  it 
as  if  it  were  a  corporation,  the  individual  members  cannot  be  charged 
as  parties  to  the  contract,  either  severally  or  jointly  or  as  partners." 
The  following  cases  maintain  the  doctrine  that  the  members  of  a  cor- 
poration de  facto  cannot  be  held  liable  as  partners  for  the  corporate 
debts.  Fay  v.  Noble,  7  Cush.  188 ;  Bank  v.  Almy,  117  Mass.  476 ; 
Stout  V.  Zulick,  48  N.  J.  Law,  599,  7  Atl.  Rep.  362  ;  Bank  v.  Padgett, 
69  Ga.  164 ;  Bank  v.  Stone,  38  Mich,  779  ;  Humphreys  v.  Mooney,  5 
Colo.  282 ;  Bank  v.  Walker,  66  N.  Y.  424 ;  Coal  Co.  v.  Maxwell,  22 
Fed.  Rep.  197 ;  Whitney  v.  Wyman,  101  U.  S.  392. 

The  plea  and  demurrer  do  not  raise  the  question  of  the  liability  of 
the  supposed  stockliolders,  as  partners,  where  there  has  been  no  inten- 
tion or  attempt  to  incorporate,  where  they  are  acting  as  a  body  cor- 
porate without  even  color  of  legislative  authority,  by  sheer  usurpation. 
The  plea  avers  that  the  debt  sued  for  was  contracted  by  the  Dispatch 
Publishing  Company,  which  is  alleged  to  have  been  a  de  facto  corpora- 
tion, and  that  plaintiff  sold  the  goods  to,  and  contracted  with,  the  com- 
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panj-  as  a  corporation,  knowing  that  it  was  doing  business  as  such. 
The  question  before  us,  and  the  only  question  we  propose  to  decide,  is 
whether,  there  being  no  fraud  alleged,  nor  statute  making  the  stock- 
holders individually  liable,  a  creditor,  who  has  dealt  with  a  de  facto 
corporation  as  a  corporation,  who  has  entered  into  contractual  relations 
with  it -in  its  corporate  name  and  capacity,  can  disregard  the  existence 
of  the  corporation,  and,  electing  to  treat  it  as  a  partnership,  enforce  the 
collection  of  his  debt  from  the  stockholders  individually  ?  The  conflict- 
ing authorities  afford  aid  in  the  solution  of  this  question,  only  so  far  as 
their  opinions  maj'  be  in  accord  with  settled  principles  and  sustained 
by  reason.  Though  it  is  an  undecided  question  in  this  state,  principles 
have  been  well  settled  which  materially  bear  upon  the  inquirj',  and 
mark  the  wa}-  to  a  correct  conclusion. 

Corporations  ma^-  exist  either  de  Jure  or  de  facto.  If  of  the  latter 
class,  the^-  are  under  the  protection  of  the  same  law,  and  governed  by 
the  same  legal  principles,  as  those  of  the  former,  so  long  as  the  state 
acquiesces  in  their  existence  and  exercise  of  corporate  functions.  A 
private  citizen,  whose  rights  are  not  invaded,  and  who  has  no  cause  of 
complaint,  has  no  right  to  inquire  coUaterallj-  into  the  legality  of  its 
existence.  This  can  only  be  done  in  a  direct  proceeding  on  the  part 
of  the  state,  from  whom  is  derived  the  right  to  exist  as  a  corporation, 
and  whose  authoritj'  is  usui-ped.  This  principle  was  clearly'  and  em- 
phaticallj-  declared  in  Lehman  v.  Warner,  61  Ala.  455,  in  the  following 
language:  "The  corporation  must  of  necessity  be  presumed  to  be 
rightfully  in  possession  of  the  franchise,  and  rightfully  to  exercise  the 
power  which  the  legislative  grant  confers.  Individual  right  is  not  in- 
vaded, if  the  negative  is  true  in  fact,  and  there  is  usurpation.  It  is 
the  state  —  the  sovereign  —  whose  rights  are  invaded  and  whose  au- 
thority is  usurped.  The  individual  could  not  create  the  corporation, 
could  not  grant,  define,  limit  its  powers,  and  no  grant  of  these  bj-  the 
sovereign  can  lessen  liis  rights.  There  can  consequently  be  no  cause 
of  complaint  b3'  the  citizen,  and  no  right  to  inquire  whether  corporate 
existence  is  rightful  de  Jure,  or  merely  colorable."  Taylor,  Corp. 
§  145  ;  4  Amer.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  198.  The  creditor  cannot  proceed 
against  the  stockholders  as  partners,  without  proving  non-compliance 
with  prescribed  conditions  precedent,  thus  inquiring  collaterally,  nol 
into  the  fact,  but  the  legality,  of  its  existence. 

It  is  also  an  established  rule  of  general  application,  that  a  party  who 
contracts  with  a  corporation,  exercising  corporate  powers  and  perform- 
ing corporate  functions,  existing  as  a  de  facto  corporation,  in  its  cor- 
porate name  and  capacity',  will  not  be  permitted  in  a  suit  on  the  contract 
to  deny  and  disprove  the  rightfulness  of  its  existence.  4  Amer.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  198.  In  Swartwout  v.  Eailroad  Co.,  24  Mich.  390, 
CooLET,  J.,  declares  the  rule  as  follows:  "  Where  there  is  thus  a  cor- 
poration de  facto,  with  no  want  of  legislative  power  to  its  due  and  legal 
existence,  when  it  is  proceeding  in  the  performance  of  corporate  func- 
tions, and  the  public  are  dealing  with  it  on  the  supposition  that  it  is 
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what  it  professes  to  be,  and  the  questions  are  onlj'  whether  there  has 
been  exact  regularity  and  strict  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
law  relating  to  corporations,  it  is  plainly  a  dictate  alike  of  justice  and 
public  policy,  that,  in  controversies  between  the  de  facto  corporation 
and  those  who  have  entered  into  contract  relations  with  it,  as  corpo- 
rators or  otherwise,  such  questions  should  not  be  suffered  to  be  raised." 

The  general  rule  is  thus  stated  by  Brickell,  C.  J. :  "  Whoever 
contracts  with  a  corporation  in  the  use  of  corporate  powers  and  fran- 
chises, and  within  the  scope  of  such  powers,  is  estopped  from  denying- 
the  existence  of  the  corporation,  or  inquiring  into  the  regularity  of  the 
corporate  organization,  when  an  enforcement  of  the  contract,  or  of 
rights  arising  under  it,  is  sought."  Cahall  v.  Association,  61  Ala.  232 ; 
Central  A.  &  M.  AsVn  v.  Alabama  G.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  70  Ala.  120  ;  Schloss 
V.  Trade  Co.,  87  Ala.  411,  6  South.  Rep.  360. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  rule  has  been  invoked  and  applied  most  fre- 
quently iii  suits  against  the  stockholders  or  corporation,  or  persons 
who  have  contracted  with  it,  where  the  stockholder,  or  corporation,  or 
person,  is  seeking  to  avoid  a  liability  by  denying  the  legality  of  the 
corporate  organization.  But  why  should  it  not  be  applicable  in  other 
cases?  Why  should  the  stockholder  be  estopped  in  a  suit  hy  a  crpditor 
of  an  insolvent  corporation  to  require  payment  of  his  unpaid  subscrip- 
tion, and  the  creditor  allowed  to  ignore  the  existence  of  the  corporation, 
and  proceed  against  the  stockholder  as  a  partner?  Why  should  not 
the  estoppel  be  mutual?  Ta3'lor,  in  his  work  on  Corporations,  §  148, 
having  stated  the  general  rule,  that  a  corporation,  when  sued  on  its 
contract,  and  the  person  who  contracted  with  it,  when  sued  on  his  con- 
tract, is  estopped  to  denj-  its  legal  incorporation,  adds  :  "  Furthermore, 
persons  who  have  contracted  with  a  corporation  as  such,  and  have 
acquired  claims  against  it,  are  estopped  from  denying  its  corporate 
existence  for  the  purpose  of  holding  its  shareholders  liable  as  part 
ners."  And  the  same  rule  was  applied  in  several  of  the  cases  cited 
above,  in  which  a  corporate  creditor  was  seeking  to  hold  the  stockhqlder 
liable  as  a  partner  for  a  corporate  debt.  The  abrogation  of  the  fore- 
going well-established  rule  is  the  logical  sequence  of  maintaining  a  suit 
bj'  a  creditor  of  a  de  facto  corporation,  charging  the  stockholders  as 
partners. 

Another  consideration.  Section  8,  art.  14,  of  the  constitution,  de- 
clares :  "  In  no  case  shall  any  stockholder  be  individually  liable  other- 
wise than  for  the  unpaid  stock  owned  bj'  him  or  her.''  Exemption  from 
liability  other  than  for  unpaid  stock  is  the  declared  policy  of  the  state. 
It  cannot  be  imposed  by  legislation  or  by  the  judgment  of  a  court.  In 
view  of  the  constitutional  provision  it  is  manifest  that  the  shareholders 
of  the  Dispatch  Publishing  Company  intended,  by  the  attempt  to  incor- 
porate, to  avoid  individual  liability  for  the  debts  contracted  by  the  cor- 
poration. When  a  party  deals  and  contracts  with  a  corporation  as 
corporators,  exemption  from  individual  liability  enters  as  an  element 
of  the  contract.     It  is  true  that  the  liability  of  persons  associated  iu  an 
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enterprise  or  adventure  is  not  determinable  hy  the  name  they  may 
assume,  but  by  the  legal  consequences  of  their  acts.  A  partnership 
may  arise  as  to  third  persons  by  mere  operation  of  law,  and  contrary 
to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  but,  to  have  the  effect,  the  elements 
essential  to  constitute  a  partnership  as  to  third  persons  must  exist.  A 
corporation  de  facto  has  an  independent  status,  recognized  by  the  law 
as  distinct  from  that  of  its  members.  A  partnership  is  not  the  neces- 
sary legal  consequence  of  an  abortive  attempt  at  incorporation.  As 
said  in  Fay  v.  Noble,  supra :  "  Surelj',  it  cannot  be,  in  the  absence  of 
all  fraudulent  intent,  that  such  a  legal  result  follows  as  to  fasten  on 
parties  involuntarily,  for  such  a  cause,  the  enlarged  liability  of  copart- 
ners, a  liability  neither  contemplated  nor  assented  to  by  them.  The 
statement  of  the  proposition  carries  with  it  a  sufBcient  refutation." 

Maintenance  of  such  suit  involves  judicial  nullification  of  franchises 
and  powers  enjoyed  and  exercised  by  a  de  facto  corporation  as  a  dis- 
tinct entity  recognized  by  the  law,  acquiesced  in  by  the  state  ;  defeats 
the  corporate  character  of  the  contract ;  changes  the  relation  from  that 
of  stockholders  to  that  of  partners  ;  substitutes  other  and  new  parties 
to  the  contract ;  effects  the  imposition  of  an  enlarged  liability,  which 
they  did  not  assume,  but  intended  to  avoid,  so  understood  by  the 
creditor  when  he  contracted  the  debt  with  the  corporation  as  such. 
The  contract  is  valid  and  binding  on  the  corporation,  which  the  cred- 
itor trusted.  No  injustice  is  done  him,  for  all  his  rights  and  remedies 
are  preserved  by  the  principle,  that  the  corporation  and  the  share- 
holder are  estopped  from  denying  its  legal  existence,  as  against  him. 
It  will  not  answer  to  say  that  he  is  not  repudiating,  but  enforcing,  the 
contract.  He  repudiates  the  party,  the  corporation,  with  which  he 
made  the  contract,  and  seeks  its  enforcement  against  parties  who  never 
entered  into  contractual  relation  with  him.  The  doctrine  that  a  cred- 
itor who  has  dealt  with  a  de  facto  corporation  in  its  corporate  capacity 
cannot  charge  the  stockholders  as  partners  with  the  corporate  debt, 
there  being  no  fraudulent  intent  alleged  and  proved,  seems  to  us  to  be 
sustained  by  the  weight  of  authority,  maintained  by  stronger  reasoning 
consistent  with  well-settled  principles,  and  in  harmony  with  the  policy 
of  the  state.     AflSrmed. 
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1900.     104  Federal  Reporter,  235. 

In  the  U.  S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  South  Dakota. 

On  March  21,  1900,  creditors  of  the  Bank  of  Plankinton  filed  a  pe- 
tition, praying  that  the  Bank  of  Plankinton  be  adjudged  bankrupt,  as 
a  private  banking  institution,  and  a  co-partnership  consisting  of  the 
above-named  defendants.  In  their  answer  defendants  deny  generally 
the  allegations  of  the  petition,  and,  further  answering,  allege  that  the 
Bank  of  Plankinton  was  during  the  times  alleged  in  the  petition,  and 
now  is,  a  corporation  duly  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  territory  of 
Dakota  and  the  state  of  South  Dakota.  It  appears  from  the  testi- 
mony and  admission  of  the  parties  to  this  proceeding  that  on  the  27th 
day  of  November,  1886,  articles  of  incorporation,  duly  signed  and  ac- 
knowledged by  Edwin  S.  Rowley,  Fred  L.  Stevens,  Charles  A.  John- 
son, Joseph  D.  McCormick,  and  William  M.  Smith,  were  duly  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the  territory  of  Dakota,  wherein  it  was 
stated  that  the  business  of  the  proposed  corporation,  which  was  to  be 
called  the  Bank  of  Plankinton,  should  be  a  general  banking,  real 
estate,  and  loan  business.  Upon  the  filing  of  said  articles  there  was 
issued  by  the  secretary  of  the  territory  of  Dakota  a  certificate  of  cor- 
porate existence  to  the  parties  above  named,  wherein  it  was  certified 
that  said  parties,  their  associates  and  successors,  had  become  a  body 
politic  and  corporate  under  the  corporate  name  of  Bank  of  Plankinton. 
...  It  further  appears  that  the  Bank  of  Plankinton  did  business  as  a 
banking  corporation  from  the  time  of  its  alleged  incorporation  until 
about  Jan.  10, 1900,  when  it  closed  its  doors  and  ceased  to  do  business. 

Caeland,  District  Judge.  [After  stating  the  case.]  It  is  claimed 
by  the  petitioners  that,  as  there  was  no  law  of  the  territory  of  Dakota 
which  authorized  the  incorporation  of  individuals  to  do  a  banking 
business,  the  defendants  in  this  proceeding,  who  are  alleged  to  have 
owned  stock  in  this  corporation,  were  simply  partners,  and  as  s'ucb 
were  doing  business  as  a  private  bank,  and  thus  subject  to  be  adjudi- 
cated a  bankrupt  as  a  private  bank.  It  is  contended  by  the  defend- 
ants that  whether  or  not  the  Bank  of  Plankinton  was  a  corporation 
cannot  be  inquired  into  collaterally,  and  that  the  state  of  South  Da- 
kota is  the  only  power  which  could,  by  proceedings  in  th6  nature  of  a 
quo  warranto,  inquire  into  the  legal  organization  of  this  corporation. 
If  the  Bank  of  Plankinton  was  a  de  faoto  corporation,  this  position 
would  be  unassailable.  But,  in  order  that  there  maybe  a  (ie/acio cor- 
poration, it  must  have  been  possible  for  the  territory  of  Dakota  to  have 
chartered  a  dejure  corporation,  and  as  there  was  no  law  of  the  terri- 
tory of  Dakota  permitting  the  incorporation  of  banking  corporations 
at  the  time  the  Bank  of  Plankinton  received  its  certificate  of  corporate 
existence,  it  results  that  there  cannot  be  a  de  facto  corporation.     The 
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limitation  of  the  doctrine  that  the  validity  of  corporate  existence  can- 
not  be  litigated  collaterally  is  that,  where  there  is  no  law  under  which 
a  corporation  might  exist,  then  the  validity  of  corporate  existence  may 
be  attacked  collaterally.  Heaston  v.  Railroad  Co.,  16  Ind.  275 ;  Krut» 
V.  Town  Co.,  20  Kan.  397 ;  Eaton  v.  Walker,  76  Mich.  579,  43  K.  W. 
638,  6  L.  E.  A.  102 ;  1  Thomp.  Corp.  §  505.  As  is  said  in  section  502, 
1  Thomp.  Corp.  : 

"  We  must  not  get  too  far  away  from  the  primal  proposition  that  the 
legislature  alone  can  create  a  corporation,  and  that  a  collection  of  in- 
dividuals cannot  make  themselves  a  corporation  by  merely  resolving 
to  be  such,  or  calling  themselves  such.  The  three  tailors  of  Tooley 
street  did  not  make  themselves  the  people  of  England  by  passing  a 
resolution  in  which  they  styled  themselves  such.  There  must  be  some 
basis  for  the  operation  of  the  rule,  and  accordingly  we  find  a  better 
statement  of  it  in  the  proposition  that  where  a  corporation  exists  de 
facto,  and  in  fact  exercises  corporate  powers,  the  question  whether  it 
exercises  such  powers  lawfully  cannot  be  litigated  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding between  private  parties,  or  between  a  private  party  and  the 
corporation.  The  question  can  only  be  litigated  between  the  corpora- 
tion and  the  state." 

Defendants  invoke  section  2892  of  the  Compiled  Laws  of  Dakota, 
which  is  in  the  following  language  : 

"  The  due  incorporation  of  any  company  claiming  in  good  faith  to 
be  a  corporation  under  this  chapter  and  doing  business  as  such,  or  its 
right  to  exercise  corporate  powers,  shall  not  be  inquired  into  collater- 
ally in  any  private  suit  to  which  such  de  facto  corporation  may  be  a 
party,  but  such  inquiry  may  be  had  and  action  brought  at  the  suit  of 
the  territory  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  Code'of  Civil  Procedure." 

This  section,  as  I  understand  it,  simply  declares  the  law  in  the  same 
manner  that  the  courts  declare  it.  It  presupposes  that  there  is  a  de 
facto  corporation,  which  cannot  exist  if  there  could  have  existed  no  de 
jure  corporation.  In  the  case  of  Oroville  &  V.  B.  Co.  v.  Supervisor.^ 
of  Plumas  Co.,  37  Cal.  354,  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  CaU- 
fornia  that  a  similar  provision  in  the  laws  of  that  state  did  not  go  t(  ■ 
the  extent  of  precluding  private  persons  from  denying  the  existencf^ 
dejure  or  de  facto  of  the  alleged  corporation. 

As  the  claims  of  the  creditors  who  are  petitioners  in  this  action 
arise  from  simply  depositing  money  with  the  Bank  of  Plankinton, 
there  is  no  such  relation  between  the  bank  and  the  creditors  as  would 
allow  the  principle  of  estoppel  to  be  urged.  I,  therefore,  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  parties  interested  in  the  Bank  of  Plankinton  were  co- 
partners. 

[Petition  dismissed  for  other  reasons.] 
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1889.    76  Michigan,  579. 

Long,  J.  Plaintiff,  in  the  year  1883,  was  a  dealer  in  grain  and 
produce,  residing  at  Mason,  in  this  State.  Defendants  were  the  sole 
parties  interested  in  a  business  of  buying  and  selling  grain  and  pro- 
visions for  immediate  and  future  delivery  for  themselves  and  other 
persons  on  commission  at  Detroit,  and  were  members  of  the  Board  of 
Trade  of  Detroit. 

This  action  is  brought  upon  an  account  stated  by  defendants  to 
plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $3562.68.  The  account  was  erroneously  made 
out  in  the  name  of  the  firm  of  Walker,  Summer  &  Co.,  with  whom 
plaintiff  had  formerly  done  business,  and  of  whom  Mr.  Walker  was  at 
that  time  a  member. 

No  question  was  made  on  the  trial  as  to  the  amount  due  the  plain- 
tiff from  Walker,  Hopkins  &  Co.,  but  the  defence  rested  on  the  single 
ground  that  Walker,  Hopkins  &  Co.  were  a  corporation,  and  not  liable 
as  individuals. 

The  plaintiff  denied  that  Walker,  Hopkins  &  Co.  were  a  corporation, 
on  the  ground  that  the  law  under  which  the  alleged  corporation  was 
formed  was  unconstitutional.  The  court  held  that  such  law  was  con- 
trary to  that  provision  of  the  Constitution  which  provided  that  "  no 
law  shall  embrace  more  than  one  object,  which  shall  be  expressed  in 
its  title." 

Therefore  there  was  no  statute  under  which  defendants  could  law- 
fully incorporate  as  a  mercantile  company,  and  their  acts  as  such  are 
wholly  void. 

Defendants'  counsel,  however,  insist  that  Walker,  Hopkins  &  Co. 
were  a  corporation  de  facto,  if  not  dejure. 

But  there  being  no  valid  law  of  this  State  under  which  the  daf end- 
ants  could  legally  be  incorporated,  could  they,  even  colorably,  become 
a  corporation,  or  have  any  existence  as  a  corporation  de  facto,  or  would 
the  plaintiff  be  estopped  from  inquiry  into  their  corporate  existence 
under  such  circumstances  ? 

Two  things  are  necessary  to  be  shown  in  order  to  establish  a  cor- 
poration de  facto,  viz. :  — 

1.  The  existence  of  a  charter  or  some  law  under  which  a  corpora- 
tion, with  the  powers  assumed,  might  lawfully  be  created. 

2.  A  user  by  the  party  to  the  suit  of  the  rights  claimed  to  be  con- 
ferred by  such  charter  or  law.     U.  S.  Bank  v.  Stearns,  15  Wend.  314. 

If  the  law  exists,  and  the  record  exhibits  a  bona  fide  attempt  to 
organize  under  it,  very  slight  evidence  of  user  beyond  this  is  all  that 
can  be  required.     M.  E.  Church  v.  Pickett,  19  N".  Y.  487. 

In  Heaston  v.  Cincinnati,  etc.,  B.  B.  Co.,  16  Ind.  276,  the  court 
says : — 
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"  The  estoppel  goes  to  the  mere  de  facto  organization ;  not  to  the 
question  of  legal  authority  to  make  an  organization.  A  de  facto  cor- 
poration, that  by  regularity  of  organization  might  be  one  dejure,  can 
sue  and  be  sued,  and  a  person  who  contracts  with  such  corporation 
while  it  is  acting  under  its  defaoto  organization  —  who  contracts  with 
it  as  an  organized  corporation  —  is  estopped,  in  a  suit  on  such  con- 
tract, to  deny  its  de  facto  organization  at  the  date  of  the  contract ; 
but  this  does  not  extend  to  the  question  of  legal  power  to  organize. 
Hence,  if  an  organization  is  completed  where  there  is  no  law,  or  an 
unconstitutional  law,  authorizing  an  organization  as  a  corporation,  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel  does  not  apply" 

The  same  rule  was  laid  down  by  implication  by  this  court  in  Swart- 
wout  V.  Michigan  Air  Line  R.  E.  Co.,  24  Mich.  393,  as  follows :  — 

"Where  there  is  thus  a  corporation  de  facto,  with  no  want  of  legis- 
lative power  to  its  due  and  legal  existence  ;  where  it  is  proceeding  in 
the  performance  of  corporate  functions,  and  the  public  are  dealing 
with  it  on  the  supposition  that  it  is  what  it  professes  to  be ;  and 
the  questions  suggested  are  only  whether  there  has  been  exact  regu- 
larity and  strict  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  law  relating  to 
incorporation,  —  it  is  plainly  a  dictate,  alike  of  justice  and  of  public 
policy,  that  in  controversies  between  the  de  facto  corporation  and 
those  who  have  entered  into  contract  relations  with  it,  as  corporators 
or  otherwise,  such  questions  should  not  be  suffered  to  be  raised." 
And  again  it  was  said :  — 

"  But  both  in  reason  and  on  authority  the  ruling  should  be  the 
same  where  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  organize  a  corporation 
under  a  general  law  permitting  it.  If  due  authority  existed  for 
the  organization,  and  the  question  is  one  of  regularity  merely,  '  the 
rule  established  by  law,  as  well  as  reason,  is  that  parties  recognizing 
the  existence  of  corporations  by  dealing  with  them  have  no  riglit  to 
object  to  any  irregulilrity  in  their  organization.'  " 

In  the  present  ease,  however,  there  was  no  law  authorizing  the  par- 
ties to  file  their  articles  of  association,  or  to  become  incorporated; 
and  there  could,  under  such  circumstances,  be  no  corporation  de  facto. 
It  cannot,  therefore,  in  any  proper  legal  sense,  be  said  that  the  carry- 
ing on  of  the  business  in  the  corporate  name  is  evidence  of  user 
which  can  be  considered  in  aid  of  their  legal  corporate  existence. 

Counsel  for  the  defendants  contend  that  the  case  of  Merchants', 
etc.,  Bank  v.  Stone,  38  Mich.  779,  is  decisive  of  this  case.  In  that  case 
the  defendants  claimed  to  be  incorporated  as  the  "Charles  Stone 
Timber  Company."  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  transacted  a  large 
amount  of  business  with  the  defendants,  upon  the  specific  understaiid- 
ing  that  the  concern  was  contracting  as  a  corporation,  and  not  other- 
wise ;  and  this  court  said :  — 

"  Kow,  the  proof  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  company  carried  on 
business  as  a  corporation  in  the  name  of  '  The  Charles  Stone  Timber 
Company '  when  the  bank  dealt  with  it,  established,  prima  facie,  that 
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it  was  a  corporation  pursuant  to  law ;  and  certainly  tlie  evidence  the 
bank  adduced  in  regard  to  the  operations  of  the  company,  the  attitude 
it  maintained,  and  the  character  in  which  the  two  concerns  dealt 
together,  showed  that  the  company  was  a  corporation  de  facto,  and  so 
acknowledged  by  the  bank." 

In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff  offered  evidence  to  show  that  he 
never  knew,  or  had  any  information,  that  the  defendants  claimed  that 
Walker,  Hopkins  &  Co.  were  a  corporation,  but,  on  the  contrary,  that 
Mr.  Walker,  of  that  firm,  asked  him  to  continue  his  business  with  the 
firm  as  he  had  carried  it  on  formerly  with  Walker,  Summer  &  Co., 
and  that  the  firm  was  composed  of  himself,  William  Livingstone,  Jr., 
and  Mark  Hopkins,  Jr. ;  and  that  he  always  believed  and  understood 
that  Walker,  Hopkins  &  Co.  were  a  firm.  This  testimony  the  court 
below  excluded.  In  addition  to  this,  and  upon  this  point,  this  case 
differs  radically  from  the  case  of  Merchants',  etc..  Bank  v.  Stone.  The 
whole  facts  show  that  the  firm  never  had  any  corporate  existence,  and 
never  was  a  corporation,  even  de  facto.  It  is  very  evident  to  us  that 
the  facts  here  presented  do  not  bring  this  case  within  the  ruling  of 
the  former  case. 

In  the  present  case,  as  in  that,  the  name  would  not  indicate  that 
the  firm  was  a  corporation.  It  gave  no  clue  to  the  nature  of  the 
company  as  being  corporated  or  unincorporated,  and  there  is  no  pre- 
tence of  proof  that  the  plaintiff  dealt  with  it  as  a  corporation,  except 
the  fact  that  defendants  were  doing  business  as  a  corporation,  and 
had  published  such  fact  in  two  of  the  Detroit  papers,  and  mailed  cir- 
culars to  their  customers  announcing  that  they  had  organized  as  a 
corporation  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Michigan,  and  also  that 
their  letter-heads  showed  this  fact ;  some  of  the  circulars  being  mailed 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  corporation  having  also  sent  by  mail  state- 
ments of  its  accounts  to  plaintiff  written  upon  such  letter-heads. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  receiving  such 
circulars,  or  of  ever  having  seen  such  announcements  in  the  public 
press.  Plaintiff  also  testified  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  ever  hav- 
ing received  any  letter-heads  containing  the  information  that  defend- 
ants were  a  corporation ;  and  it  appears  that  when  the  account  was 
made  up  by  defendants  showing  their  indebtedness  to  plaintiff,  and 
transmitted  to  him,  it  was  upon  the  letter-head  of  Walker,  Summer  & 
Co.,  which  did  not  contain  any  showing  that  Walker,  Hopkins  &  Co. 
were  a  corporation. 

Plaintiff's  counsel  also  offered  to  show  by  the  testimony  of  the 
plaintiff  that  Mr.  Walker  solicited  the  plaintiff  to  do  business  with 
Walker,  Hopkins  &  Co.,  stating  to  him  that  it  was  a  partnership  com- 
posed of  Walker,  Livingstone,  and  Mark  Hopkins,  Jr.,  and  that  in  the 
faith  of  that  statement  the  plaintiff  commenced  business  with  them. 
This  testimony  the  court  excluded. 

Defendants'  counsel,  however,  contend  that  inasmuch  as  the  trial 
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court  found  as  a  fact  that  Walker,  Hopkins  &  Co.  were  a  corporation, 
and  that,  during  the  time  it  continued  to  do  business,  plaintiff  had 
full  knowledge  that  they  were  a  corporation,  and  not  a  copartnership, 
and  continued  to  do  business  with  them  as  a  corporation,  such  finding 
is  conclusive,  and  will  not  be  disturbed  by  this  court. 

It  would  be  true  that,  if  there  was  any  proof  to  support  the  find- 
ing, this  court  would  be  bound  by  it,  though,  upon  the  facts,  it  might 
not  be  able  to  agree  with  the  Circuit  Court  in  its  conclusions.  But  the 
fact  is  made  to  appear,  by  the  evidence  returned,  that  the  court 
excluded  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  did  not  know  that  they 
were  a  corporation,  and  did  not  deal  with  them  as  such,  but  was 
informed  by  Walker  that  they  were  a  partnership,  and  dealt  with 
them  in  the  belief  that  they  were  a  partnership ;  and  yet  the  court 
below  finds,  under  the  evidence  which  defendants  were  permitted  to 
offer,  that  plaintiff  did  deal  with  them  as  a  corporation,  and  had  full 
knowledge  that  they  were  such,  and  bases  such  finding  and  conclusion 
upon  the  fact  that  defendants  published  the  statements  in  the  public 
press,  and  mailed  circulars  and  letter-heads  to  plaintiff  which  it  is  not 
shown  that  he  ever  received.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  court 
was  in  error  in  excluding  the  testimony,  and  we  think  there  is  no 
proof  to  sustain  the  finding. 

It  is  undoubtedly  well  settled  that  a  person  who  has  entered  into 
contract  relations  with  a  de  facto  corporation  cannot,  in  an  action 
thereon,  deny  its  corporate  character,  or  set  up  any  informality  in  its 
organization,  to  defeat  the  action.  The  distinction  between  such  cases 
and  the  present  one  is  to  my  mind  clear. 

If  there  had  been  any  law  under  which  defendants  had  a  right  to 
incorporate,  and  the  offer  had  been  to  show  a  mere  abuse  or  excess  of 
its  corporate  powers,  or  had  it  appeared  that  it  was  a  de  facto  cor- 
poration, and  the  question  related  to  the  regularity  of  its  organiza- 
tion merely,  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  would  be 
estopped  from  questioning  its  corporate  existence. 

But  the  two  things  necessary  to  show  a  corporation,  even  de  facto, 
do  not  exist.  There  is  no  law  under  which  the  powers  they  assume 
might  lawfully  be  created ;  and  the  mere  fact  that  they  assumed  to 
act  as  such,  even  in  the  full  belief  that  they  were  legally  incorporated, 
would  not  constitute  them  a  corporation  de  facto. 

It  is  admitted  upon  this  record  that  an  indebtedness  was  due  to 
the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $3562.68  at  the  date  of  the  trial,  July  19, 
1888,  and  plaintiff  seeks  to  hold  defendants  liable  therefor  as  part- 
ners, and  in  this  contention  we  think  he  is  right.  The  defendants 
were  not  a  corporation.  They  had  associated  together,  each  sharing 
the  profits  and  losses  of  the  business  equally,  according  to  the  money 
each  put  in  as  capital  stock,  each  holding  and  owning  one-third  part 
of  the  shares.  The  fact  that  they  took  counsel  and  acted  in  good 
faith  in  organizing  under  what  they  were  advised  was  a  valid  law 
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does  not  relieve  them  of  their  liability.  It  is  well  settled  that  obligors 
are  bound,  not  by  the  style  which  they  give  to  themselves,  but  by  the 
consequences  which  they  incur  by  reason  of  their  acts.  They  have 
had  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff's  means ;  they  are  indebted  to  him,  as 
is  conceded ;  but  have  sought  to  shift  individual  liability  to  a  cor- 
porate one.  There  is  no  such  corporation,  and  the  mere  fact  that  de- 
fendants assumed  to  act  as  such  does  not  relieve  them  from  personal 
liability. 

Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  defendants  must  be  held 
liable  as  partners.  The  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  set 
aside  and  vacated,  and  judgment  entered  here  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in 
the  sum  of  $3662.68,  with  interest  from  July  27, 1883,  being  the  date 
when  the  parties,  claiming  to  be  a  corporation,  made  an  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors,  together  with  costs  of  both  this  and 
the  Circuit  Court. 

Champlin  and  Campbell,  JJ.,  concurred.  Sheewood,  C.  J.,  and 
MoKSE,  J.,  did  not  sit. 


MOISTTGOMERY  v.  FOEBES. 


1889.    148  Massachusetts,  249. 


Contract,  to  recover  the  price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

At  the  trial  in  the  Superior  Court,  "before  Dewey,  J.,  the  only  ques- 
tion was  whether  the  goods  were  sold  to  a  corporation  called  the  Forbes 
Woolen  Mills,  or  to  the  defendant  as  doing  business  under  that  name. 
The  plaintiffs  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  that  subsequently 
to  May,  1885,  they  received  an  order  for  the  goods  by  a  letter,  wfitten 
upon  paper  with  the  printed  heading,  "Incorporated  1885.  Forbes 
Woolen  Mills.  George  E.  Forbes,  Treasurer,"  and  signed,  "Forbes 
Woolen  Mills  by  Geo.  E.  Forbes,  Treasurer " ;  that  they  thereupon 
shipped  the  goods  to  the  Forbes  Woolen  Mills  and  received  in  payment 
therefor  three  promissory  notes,  together  equal  to  the  price  of  the  goods, 
signed  "Forbes  Woolen  Mills  by  Geo.  E.  Forbes,  Treasurer";  that 
when  they  sold  the  goods  and  took  the  notes,  they  understood  from 
their  correspondence  with  the  defendant,  as  well  as  from  information 
gained  from  a  commercial  agency,  that  the  Forbes  Woolen  Mills  were 
a  corporation,  and  made  all  charges  on  their  books  against  them  as  a 
corporation,  and  totik  the  notes  from  the  defendant  as  the  notes  of  a 
corporation ;  and  that  after  they  sold  the  goods  and  received  the  notes 
they  became  satisfied  there  was  no  such  corporation  as  the  Forbes 
Woolen  Mills  ;  and  contended  that  they  were  entitled  to  recover  the 
price  of  the  goods  from  the  defendant  personally. 
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The  defendant  contended  that  the  Forbes  Woolen  Mills  was  a  cor- 
poration, and  testified  that  he  purchased  the  goods  as  treasurer  of  the 
Forbes  Woolen  Mills,  but  admitted  that  they  had  not  been  paid  for 
except  by  the  notes,  which  themselves  had  not  been  paid  ;  that  in  May, 
1885,  for  the  purpose  of  limiting  his  personal  responsibility,  and  because 
the  tax  laws  of  New  Hampshire  were  more  favorable  to  corporations 
than  the  Massachusetts  laws,  he  went  to  Nashua,  New  Hampshire,  to 
form  a  corporation  for  the  manufacture  of  woollen  goods  ;  that  he  em- 
ployed an  attorney  at  law  of  Nashua  to  incorporate  the  company  in  a 
legal  and  proper  manner,  under  the  laws  of  that  State,  and  subse- 
quentlj'  paid  him  for  his  services  and  disbursements  in  the  premises ; 
that  he  went  to  Nashua  again,  and  with  the  attorney  and  three  other 
persons,  selected  and  secured  by  the  attorney,  signed  and  executed  an 
agreement  of  association,  which  was  dated  May  6,  1885,  and  was  duly 
recorded  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State  of  New  Hampshire  on 
May  12,  1885,  and  in  the  oflfice  of  the  clerk  of  the  city  of  Nashua  on 
May  13,  1885,  and  recited  that  the  subscribers  associated  themselves 
for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  corporation,  to  be  called  the  Forbes 
Woolen  Mills,  the  amount  of  the  capital  stock  to  be  twenty  thousand 
dollars,  divided  into  four  hundred  shares  of  fifty  dollars  each  ;  and  that 
the  object  of  the  corporation  was  to  manufacture  and  sell  woollen  and 
other  goods,  and  the  places  of  business  were  Nashua  in  New  Hamp- 
shire, and  East  Brookfield  in  Massachusetts. 

The  defendant  further  testified  that,  subsequently  to  the  execution 
of  the  agreement  of  association,  one  or  more  meetings  were  held  by 
the  signers,  at  which  he  was  elected  president  and  treasurer  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  such  other  officers  and  directors  were  elected  as  were 
necessaiy  under  the  laws  of  New  Hampshire ;  that  the  attorney  had 
been  recommended  to  him  as  a  reputable  and  reliable  man  and  attorney, 
and  he  left  everything  in  his  hands,  and  supposed  he  did  everything 
necessary  and  proper  to  establish  the  corporation  in  a  legal  manner ; 
that  records  of  the  meetings  were  kept  by  the  attorney,  and  that  there 
was  a  stock-book  and  certificates  of  stock  were  issued ;  that  all  the 
stock  was  issued  to  the  defendant,  and  that  no  other  person  was  inter- 
ested in  it ;  that  fifty  per  cent  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation 
was  actually  paid  in  by  him  in  cash  and  supplies ;  that  aftei'  the  or- 
ganization of  the  corporation  he  hired,  as  treasurer  of  the  corporation, 
a  mill  in  East  Broolifield  belonging  to  his  mother,  Eoxanna  Forbes, 
and  himself,  and  began  the  manufacture  of  woollen  goods ;  that  he  pur- 
chased the  necessary  supplies,  including  those  named  in  the  plaintiflf  s 
account,  and  placed  them  under  the  direction  of  a  superintendent,  em- 
ployed to  supervise  the  manufacture  of  the  goods ;  that  there  was  no 
manufacturing  done  in  Nashua,  nor  any  other  business  except  the 
holding  of  corporate  meetings,  and  possibly  the  sale  now  and  then  of 
a  bill  of  goods  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  ;  and  that  the  prin- 
cipal place  of  business  of  the  corporation  was  in  East  Brookfield  ;  that 
he,  as  president  and  treasurer  of  the  corporation,  continued  to  manu- 
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facture  woollen  goods  for  about  four  months,  and  sent  the  goods  to 
commission  houses  in  New  York  to  be  sold ;  and  that  at  the  end  of 
said  four  months  he  was  unable  to  continue  the  business  and  gave  it 
up,  and  no  further  business  was  done  by  him  or  by  the  corporation. 

The  following  sections  of  chapter  152  of  the  General  Laws  of  New 
Hampshire  of  1878,  were  introduced  in  evidence : 

"  Sect.  1.  Any  five  or  more  persons  of  lawful  age  may,  by  writteiv 
articles  of  agreement,  associate  together,  for  agricultural,  educational, 
or  charitable  purposes,  or  for  carrying  on  any  lawful  business,  except 
banking  and  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  a  railroad  ;  and  when 
such  articles  have  been  executed  and  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  the  town  in  which  the  principal  business  is  to  be  carried  on,  and  in 
that  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  they  shall  be  a  corporation,  and  such 
corporation,  its  oflScers  and  stockholders,  shall  have  all  the  rights  and 
powers,  and  be  subject  to  all  the  duties  and  liabilities  of  similar  cor- 
porations, their  officers  and  stockholders,  except  so  far  as  the  same  are 
limited  or  enlarged  by  this  chapter. 

"  Sect.  2.  The  object  for  which  the  coi-poration  is  established,  the 
place  in  which  its  business  is  to  be  carried  on,  and  the  amount  of  capi- 
tal stock  to  be  paid  in,  shall  be  distinctlj-  set  forth  in  its  articles  of 
agreement." 

Upon  this  evidence,  the  defendant  asked  the  judge  to  rule  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover,  that  the  account  in  question  had 
been  paid  by  the  notes  of  the  Forbes  Woolen  Mills  as  a  corporation, 
and  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  authorize  the  jury  to  find  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

The  judge  declined  so  to  rule,  and  submitted  the  following  questions 
to  the  jury  :  "  1st.  Did  the  Forbes  Woolen  Mills  and  the  members  of 
said  alleged  corporation,  including  said  Forbes,  at  the  time  of  its  at- 
tempted organization,  intend  to  carry  on  its  business  as  a  manufactur- 
ing corporation  (other  than  holding  meetings  of  its  members  and 
oflflcers)  in  whole  or  in  part  in  the  city  of -Nashua,  New  Hampshire? 
2d.  Was  there  an  attempt  jn^good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
Forbes,  to  organize  the  corporation  of  the  Forbes  Woolen  Mills? 
3d.  Did  said  Forbes,  at  and  prior  to  the  time  tlie  goods  in  controversy 
were  ordered,  namely,  at  all  times  after  May  12,  1885,  during  his  deal- 
ings with  the  plaintiff,  believe  that  the  organization  of  said  Forbes 
Woolen  Mills  was  a_^alid  corporation?" 

The  jury  answered  the  first  two  questions  in  the  negative,  and  the 
third  in  tlie  affirmative. 

The  judge,  being  of  the  opinion  that,  upon  the  findings  of  the  jury 
and  the  uncontradicted  evidence  in  the  case,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  recover,  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  and 
reported  the  case  for  the  determination  of  this  court. 

W.  B.  Harding  <fc  H.  F.  Harris,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

B.  W.  Potter  d  M.  M.  Taylor,  for  the  defendant. 
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C.  Allen,  J.  The  apparent  corporation  was  not  a  corporation. 
The  statute  of  New  Hampshire  requires  five  associates,  and  the  articles 
of  agreement  must  be  recorded  in  the  town  in  which  the  principal 
business  is  to  be  carried  on,  and  the  place  in  which  the  business  is  to 
be  carried  on  must  be  distinctlj'  stated  in  the  articles ;  otherwise  there 
is  no  corporation.  The  defendant's  pretended  associates  were  asso- 
ciates onlj-  in  name ;  he  alone  was  interested  in  the  enterprise.  The 
articles  of  agreement  were  recorded  in  Nashua,  and  stated  that  the 
business  was  to  be  carried  on  there ;  but  it  was  not  in  fact  carried  on 
there,  and  was  not  intended  to  be.  The  defendant  took  all  the  shares 
of  the  capital  stock,  and  paid  in  to  himself  as  treasurer  onlj-  fifty  per 
cent  of  the  amount  thereof.  This  is  not  a  case  where  there  has  been  a 
defective  organization  of  a  corporation  which  has  a  legal  existence 
under  a  valid  charter.  Here  there  was  no  corporation.  It  was  just 
the  same  as  if  the  defendant  had  done  nothing  at  all  in  the  way  of 
establishing  a  corporation,  but  had  conducted  his  business  under  the 
name  of  the  Forbes  Woolen  Mills,  calling  it  a  corporation.  The  busi- 
ness was  his  personal  business,  which  he  transacted  under  that  name. 
Fuller  V.  Hooper,  3  Gray,  334,  341.  Bryant  v.  Eastman,  7  Cush. 
111. 

The  jury  found  that  he  did  not  in  good  faith  attempt  to  organize  the 
corporation,  but  that  he  believed  it  to  be  a  valid  corporation.  His 
belief,  in  view  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  is  immaterial.  Under  this  state 
of  things,  the  defendant  bought  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  for  his  own  sole 
benefit,  adopting  the  name  of  the  apparent  corporation,  which  had  no 
real  existence,  and  which  represented  nobody  but  himself.  He  cannot 
escape  responsibility  for  his  purchases  by  the  device  of  putting  such  a 
mere  name  between  himself  and  the  plaintiffs.  The  purchase  was  in 
substance  by  and  for  himself  alone.  The  plaintiffs  might  have  repudi- 
ated the  transaction,  and  maintained  replevin,  if  they  had  learned  the 
facts  in  time.  They  may  also  treat  the  transaction  as  a  sale  to  the 
defendant  personally.  Fay  v.  Noble,  7  Cush.  188,  194.  Kelner  v. 
Baxter,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  174,  183,  185.     2  Kent  Com.  (13th  ed.)  630. 

Since  the  notes  represented  nothing,  the  plaintiffs  were  at  liberty  to 
treat  them  as  void,  and  recover  on  the  original  contract  for  goods  sold. 
MeUedge  v.  Boston  Iron  Co.  5  Cush.  158,  171. 

Yerdict  to  stand. 
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GOW  V.   COLLIN  &  PAEKEK  LUMBER  CO. 

1896.    109  Michigan,  45. 

MooEE,  J.  The  complainants  James  Gow  and  John  Campbell,  are 
copartners  composing  the  firm  of  Gow  &  Campbell,  engaged  in  a  gen- 
eral lumber  business  at  North  Muskegon,  where  they  own  a  mill. 
July  30,  1890,  the  defendants,  William  W.  Collin,  Charles  H.  Parker, 
and  John  A.  Elwell,  incorporated  under  the  name  of  the  Collin  & 
Parker  Lumber  Company,  for  the  purpose  of  "the  purchase,  manufac- 
ture, and  sale  of  lumber,  shingles,  and  other  forest  products,  and  carry- 
ing on  a  general  lumbering  business,  and,  incident  thereto,  to  purchase 
and  sell  timber  lands  and  timber,"  and  to  that  end  executed  and  filed 
articles  of  association  for  the  incorporation  of  said  company.  The 
capital  stock  of  the  company  was  $20,000,  divided  into  2000  shares,  of 
which  Collin  held  1998,  and  Parker  and  Elwell  held  one  share  each. 
The  articles  of  association,  filed  with  the  clerk  of  Muskegon  County, 
state  that  the  entire  sum  of  the  capital  stock  was  paid  in.  August  30, 
1890,  the  Collin  &  Parker  Lumber  Company  increased  its  capital  stock 
to  $30,000.  January  24, 1891,  the  company  filed  its  annual  report  in 
the  office  of  the  clerk  of  Muskegon  County,  in  which  it  was  stated 
that  the  capital  stock  was  divided  as  follows  :  "  William  W.  Collin, 
2059  shares ;  Charles  H.  Parker,  60  shares  ;  John  A.  Elwell,  1  share." 
The  report  also  stated  that  — 

"The  amount  of  capital  stock  is  $30,000;  the  amount  of  capital, 
actually  paid  in  is  $21,200 ;  the  amount  invested  in  real  estate  is  none ; 
the  amount  of  personal  estate  is  $47,715.87;  the  amount  of  the  debts 
of  the  corporation  is  $45,927.66 ;  the  amount  of  the  credits  of  the  cor- 
poration is  $21,230.56." 

January  30,  1892,  the  company  filed  its  second  annual  report,  in 
which  it  was  stated  the  division  of  the  capital  stock  had  not  changed 
from  that  of  the  previous  year,  and  that  its  liabilities  and  assets  were 
as  follows :  — 

"  The  amount  of  capital  stock  is  $30,000 ;  the  amount  of  capital  act- 
ually paid  in  is  $21,200;  the  amount  invested  in  real  estate  is  $3000; 
the  amount  of  personal  estate  is  $54,586.84 ;  the  amount  of  the  debts 
of  the  corporation  is  $53,630.32 ;  the  amount  of  the  credits  of  the 
corporation  is  $26,509.30." 

The  complainants  allege  that,  relying  on  the  statements  in  the 
articles  of  association  and  in  the  annual  reports,  and  believing  that 
the  company  had  a  capital  stock  of  $20,000,  subscribed  in  good  faith 
and  paid  in,  and  that  the  company  was  doing  a  legitimate  and  profit- 
able business,  and  that  the  stock  in  trade  and  assets  of  the  company 
were  increasing,  and  never  having  any  information  to  the  contrary 
prior  to  December  20,  1892,  they,  in  the  year  1891  and  the  early  part 
of  1892,  sold  to  said  company  large  quantities  of  lumber,  for  which 
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the  company  paid  in  full ;  that  complainant  Gow,  on  or  about  May  10, 
1891,  and  prior  to  the  time  when  complainants  made  any  sale  of  lum- 
ber to  the  company,  made  inquiries  of  Colon  C.  Billinghurst,  cashier 
of  the  defendant  the  Lumberman's  National  Bank,  as  to  the  financial 
responsibility  of  said  company,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  it  would 
be  safe  for  complainants  to  sell  to  the  company  on  credit,  and  were 
assured  by  Billinghurst  that  the  company  was  all  right,  and  that  it 
would  be  safe  for  complainants  to  sell  to  the  company  on  credit;  that 
August  1, 1892,  Collin,  in  behalf  of  the  company,  applied  to  complain- 
ants to  purchase  a  million  feet  of  lumber ;  that  complainant  Gow, 
knowing  that  defendants  Hovey  &  McCracken  had  had  and  were  hav- 
ing deals  with  said  company,  applied  to  McCracken  for  information  as 
to  the  financial  strength  and  credit  of  the  company,  and  was  assured 
by  McCracken  that  the  company  was  all  right,  that  its  financial  re- 
sponsibility and  credit  were  good,  and  that  Hovey  &  McCracken  had 
sold  to  said  company  $20,000  worth  of  lumber  at  a  time,  but  that 
McCracken  did  not  disclose  to  complainant  that  they  had  any  security 
or  guaranty  for  the  payment  of  the  same,  and  complainants  were  igno- 
rant of  that  fact  until  December  20, 1892 ;  that  complainants,  rely- 
ing upon  the  financial  strength  and  credit  of  said  company  as  disclosed 
by  its  articles  of  association  and  annual  reports,  as  well  as  upon  the 
representations  of  McCracken,  sold  to  the  company,  August  18, 1892,  a 
million  feet  of  lumber  for  $7276.87,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the 
company  from  time  to  time,  and  took  in  payment  therefor  the  notes  of 
the  company,  described  as  follows  :  September  10,  1892,  f  3000 ;  Sep- 
tember 26,  1892,  $2500;  October  11,  1892,  $1776.87,  —  all  payable 
to  the  order  of  complainants,  90  days  after  date,  respectively. 

December  20,  1892,  the  Collin  &  Parker  Lumber  Company  executed 
and  delivered  to  the  Lumberman's  National  Bank  a  chattel  mortgage 
for  $6000,  covering  all  the  personal  property  of  the  company,  its  ac- 
counts, bills  receivable,  and  books  of  account,  which  mortgage  was 
recorded  the  same  day  as  a  first  mortgage.  On  the  same  day,  defend- 
ant also  executed  and  delivered  a  second  mortgage  on  the  above-de- 
scribed personal  property,  books  of  account,  etc.,  to  Hovey  &  McCracken, 
for  $14,425.39.  Four  other  mortgages  on  the  same  property,  except 
the  accounts,  bills  receivable,  books  of  account,  etc.,  were  also  executed 
by  the  defendant  in  the  following  order,  for  the  amounts  specified : 
To  complainants,  Gow  &  Campbell,  for  $7276.87 ;  to  Gray  Bros.  Manu- 
facturing Co.,  for  $1302.26 ;  to  C.  S.  Bacon  &  Co.,  for  $3198.47 ;  to 
James  E.  Austin  &  Co.,  for  $531.  All  of  the  mortgages  were  executed 
subject  to  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  or  mortgages  that  preceded  them. 
December  28,  1892,  Bacon  &  Co.  and  Austin  &  Co.  assigned  their 
mortgages  to  the  complainants. 

The  bill  of  complaint  alleges  that  Collin  &  Parker,  at  the  time  of 
the  incorporation  of  the  Collin  &  Parker  Lumber  Company,  were 
pecuniarily  irresponsible,  and  that  Elwell  was  and  is  a  man  of  large 
means  and  excellent  credit;  that  he  is  the  father-in-law  of  Collin; 
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that  their  iBCorporation  was  simply  to  procure  a  means  of  credit  for 
Collin  and  Parker  by  lending  the  name  and  business  standing  of 
Elwell ;  that  the  statement  made  by  them  that  the  entire  capital  stock 
•was  paid  in  was  false ;  that  the  company  has  never  nad  any  capital 
stock  or  stock  in  trade  other  than  the  lumber  acquired  after  their 
incorporation  from  other  firms  and  corporations,  except  some  lumber 
purchased  by  Collin  from  Hovey  &  McCracken,  for  the  payment  of 
which  Elwell  had  become  personally  responsible ;  that  this  lumber 
was  turned  over  to  the  company_byCollin  ;  that  the  agreement  between 
Elwell  and  Hovey  &  McCracSeiin!as-4j>een  twice  renewed  and  is  still 
in  force ;  that  no  payment  has  been  made  to  Hovey  &  McCracken  for 
lumber  so  purchased  or  thereafter  purchased  from  them  by  said  com- 
pany or  said  Collin  or  said  Elwell,  except  from  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  stock  acquired  by  said  company ;  that  the  annual  reports 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  were  filed  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
thec2Bi^iaim_tQextend  its  credit;  that  all  the  statements  maae  by 
"'SETcompany  relatTve  to  its  business  standing  were  intentionally  and 
designedly  for  the  purpose  of  misleading,  deceiving,  and  taking  a 
fraudulent  advantage  of  those  who  should  sell  it  lumber ;  that  the 
defendants  the  Lumberman's  National  Bank  and  Hovey  &  McCracken 
were  cognizant  of  the  true  condition  and  status  of  the  company ;  that, 
by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  Collin  &  Parker  Lumber  Company 
never  existed  as  a  corporation,  and  is  not  now,  and  never  was,  a  cor- 
poration, but  now  is,  and  since  the  date  of  its  pretended  incorporation 
has  been,  a  copartnership ;  and  that  Collin,  Parker,  and  Elwell  are 
now,  and  since  July  30,  1890,  have  been,  copartners,  and  are  jointly 
and  severally  liable  as  such. 

The  bill  also  alleges  that  on  December  20,  1892,  the  bank  and 
Hovey  &  McCracken  took  possession  of  the  company's  property  by 
virtue  of  their  mortgages,  and  proceeded  to  collect  all  outstanding 
accounts ;  that  complainants  were  refused  access  to  the  books  of  the 
company,  and  claim  there  is  yet  sufficient  assets  to  discharge  the  in- 
debtedness due  to  them ;  that  there  is  now  due  them  on  the  mortgage 
executed  to  them  by  the  company  $5500,  with  interest  on  $3000,  at 
the  rate  of  8  per  cent  from  December  12,  1892 ;  that  there  is  now  due 
complainants  on  the  mortgage  given  by  the  Collin  &  Parker  Lumber 
Company  to  Bacon  &  Co.  $1900,  with  interest  as  follows :  On  $1500 
from  December  19, 1892,  and  on  $400  from  December  25,  1892 ;  that 
there  is  due  complainants  on  the  mortgage  given  by  the  company  to 
Austin  &  Co.  $531;  that  the  remaining  sums  secured  by  said  mort- 
gages will  become  due  as  therein  respectively  stated ;  that  no  pay- 
ments have  been  made  on  any  of  said  mortgages,  nor  has  any 
proceeding  at  law  been  had  for  the  recovery  of  the  debts,  or  any 
part  thereof,  secured  thereby. 

The  complainants  ask  that  the  pretended  incorporation  of  the  Collin 
&  Parker  Lumber  Company  be  declared  to  be  void,  and  that  the  stock- 
holders be  decreed  to  be  partners,  and  liable  for  the  debt  of  the  com- 
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plainants,  and  that  the  court  determine  how  much  is  due  complainants ; 
that  the  Collin  &  Parker  Lumber  Company,  William  W.  Collin,  Charles 
H.  Parker,  and  John  A.  Elwell,  may  be  decreed  to  pay  that  amount, 
with  costs ;  that  the  Lumberman's  National  Bank  and  Hovey  & 
MuCracken  be  required  to  disclose  the  true  status  of  their  business 
relationship  with  the  company,  and  to  disclose  if  the  company  has 
given  them  other  security  than  the  first  and  second  mortgages  men- 
tioned before ;  for  a  writ  of  injunction  restraining  the  bank  and  Hovey 
&  McCracken  from  disposing  of  any  of  the  property  of  the  company, 
and  that  they  apply  what  they  have  received  from  the  assets  of  the 
lumber  company  on  their  mortgages ;  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
for  the  Collin  &  Parker  Lumber  Company,  and  the  application  on 
complainants'  mortgages  of  the  assets  of  the  company ;  for  a  personal 
decree  for  any  deficiency  against  Collin,  Parker,  and  Elwell,  and  a 
prayer  for  general  relief. 

Defendant  Elwell  demurred  to  the  bill,  and  the  demuirer  was  sus- 
tained. Complainants  failed  to  file  an  amended  bill,  and  the  court 
ordered  the  dismissal  of  the  bill  of  complaint.  The  case  is  brought 
here  for  review. 

The  complainants  seek  to  have  the  corporation  known  as  the  Collin 
&  Parker  Lumber  Company  declared  invalid  and  void,  and  its  stock- 
holders held  to  be  partners,  and  liable  for  the  indebtedness  due  the 
complainants.  Are  the  complainants  in  a  position  to  make  that' claim 
and  to  seek  that  relief  ?  The  companv.  in  fnym  wag  f^nly  inpnT-pn- 
rated^  was  recognized  by  the  public  authorities,  and  filed  its  annual 
reports,  and  did  business  as  a  corporation.  The  complainants  dealt 
— tnth  it_as  a  corporaLioli,  UllH  U'UUUUlBd  fls  mujtluajJtJS,  madjj  as  a'cior- 

poration.  In  the  case  oi  American  jklrror  &  Glass-HeveLing  Co^Y!1luih- 

ley,  107  Mich.  447,  it  was  held  that,  where  an  association  was  recognized 
by  the  public  authorities  as  a  duly  organized  corporation,  and  did  busi- 
ness and  filed  its  annual  reports  as  such,  a  creditor  who  dealt  with  it 
as  a  corporation  could  not  attack  its  corporate  existence,  and  hold  its 
stockholders  liable  as  partners.  See  Swartwout  v.  Railroad  Co.,  24 
Mich.  389;  Merchants  &  Manufacturers'  Bank  v.  Stone,  38  Mich. 
779,  and  cases  there  cited.  The  case  at  issue  must  be  governed  in 
that  respect  by  the  above-mentioned  cases. 
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1885.     34  Minnesota,  355. 

On  April  SO,  1884,  the  defendants  signed  articles  associating  them- 
selves together  for  the  purpose  of  organizing  as  a  bodj'  corporate  under 
the  name  of  "  The  Sixth  Avenue  North  Extension  and  Improve- 
ment Association."  Tliese  articles  of  association  were  not  filed  for 
record  until  November  21,  1884.  In  the  first  week  in  May,  1884,  by- 
laws were  adopted  and  oflBcers  were  elected.  On  June  16,  1884,  a 
contract  in  writing,  in  the  name  of  the  association,  was  made  with 
Egan  &  Salter  for  grading  and  improving  Sixth  Avenue.  Work  was 
begun  under  this  contract,  and  continued  till  August  5,  1884,  when 
the  plaintiff  and  others,  laborers  engaged  upon  the  work,  struck  and 
refused  to  continue  work,  because  they  had  not  received  their  pay. 
Two  of  the  defendants,  the  secretary  and  vice-president  of  the  associa- 
tion, visited  the  scene  of  work  and  succeeded  in  inducing  plaintiif  and 
his  fellow-laborers  to  return  to  work,  upon  the  promise,  as  claimed  by 
plaintiflf  but  denied  bj'  defendants,  that  the  association  would  pay  them. 
Thereafter  the  plaintiff  continued  work  till  November  18,  1884,  and 
the  officers  of  the  association  paid  them  to  October  1,  1884. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  for 
Hennepin  county  against  the  defendants,  as  partners,  to  recover  for 
his  work  and  services  from  October  1,  1884,  to  November  18,  1884. 
Upon  appeal  to  the  district  court,  the  action  was  tried  before  Younff,  J., 
and  a  jury,  and  plaintiff  bad  a  verdict.  Defendants  appeal  from  an 
order  refusing  a  new  trial. 

Mea,  Satchel  <&  Shaw,  and  8cott,  Ijonghrake  S  Van  Ukve,  for 
appellants. 

Thomas  Canty  and  Robert  Christensen,  for  respondent. 

Dickinson,  J.*  In  the  spring  of  1884  the  defendants  entered  into 
articles  of  association,  intending  to  acquire  a  corporate  character,  and 
probably'  supposed  that  this  purpose  had  been  accomplished.  No 
incorporation  was,  however,  effected.  The  articles  of  association 
executed  by  the  defendants  declared  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  cor- 
poration to  be  to  secure  the  extension  of  a  certain  street  in  Mmneapo- 
lis,  and  to  improve  and  beautifN'  the  same.  They  provided  for  no 
capital  stock,  but  that  the  funds  necessary  for  the  accomplishment  of 
the  contemplated  purpose  should  be  raised  by  subscription  from  the 
members.  The  usual  oflScers  were  named,  and  a  board  of  five  directors 
provided  for ;  meetings  of  the  members  were  held  ;  officers  and  a  board 
of  directors  elected ;  by-laws  adopted,  which  provided  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  an  executive  committee,  whose  duty  was  declared  to  be  to 
direct  and  superintend  the  work  and  to  employ  the  necessary  labor ; 

I  Mitchell,  J.,  did  not  hear  the  argument  and  took  no  pait  in  this  case. 
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subscriptions  were  made  by  all  of  the  defendants,  excepting  Stark,  foi 
the  purposes  of  the  association;  a  contract  was  made  between  the  asso- 
ciation, by  its  adopted  name,  and  certain  contractors,  (Egan  &  Salter,) 
for  grading  and  improving  the  street,  and  the  performance  of  the  work 
under  the  contract  was  entered  upon.  The  plaintiflf  was  an  employe  of 
Egan  &  Salter,  and  engaged,  with  others,  m  the  work.  During  the 
progress  of  the  work,  the  emploj'^s  of  the  contractors,  becoming  dis- 
satisfied with  their  employers,  ceased  to  work.  Then  two  of  the 
defendants,  Mathews  and  Riebeth,  who  were  respectively  vice-president 
and  secretary  of  the  association,  made  an  agreement  with  the  laborers, 
the  precise  nature  of  which  is  in  dispute.  The  evidence  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  is  sufficient  to  support  what  must  have  been  the  conclusion 
of  the  jur}',  that  the  agreement  was  that  if  the  men  would  go  on  with 
the  work,  the  association  would  pay  them  ;  while  the  evidence  for  the 
defendants  tended  to  show  that  the  agreement  was  merel3'  to  pay 
directly  to  the  laborers  the  money  which  should  be  due  to  Egan  and 
Salter  on  their  contract.  Bj'  this  action  the  plaintiflf  seeks  to  recover 
against  the  defendants  individuallj-  upon  this  agreement. 

The  attempt  to  become  incorporated  was  ineffectual  to  limit  the  indi 
vidual  liability  of  the  associates ;  and  upon  any  contract  which  they 
may  be  found  to  have  authorized  to  be  made,  or  which  they  may  have 
ratified,  although  in  terms  the  contract  was  made  as  the  contract  of 
the  association  or  assumed  corporation,  the  members  may  be  held  to 
an  individual  responsibility. ,  Sess  v.  Werts,  i  Serg.  &  R.  356 ;  Pettis 
V.  Atkins,  60  111.  454;  Bigdow  v.  Gregory,  73  111.  197;  Garnett  v. 
liichardson,  35  Ark.  144;  Raiser  v.  Lawrence  Sa/v.  Bank,  56  Iowa, 
104;  Abbott  v.  Omaha  Smelting  Co.,  i  Neb.  416;  Field  v.  Cooks, 
16  La.  Ann.  153  ;  Jessup  v.  Carnegie,  44  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  260.  While, 
if  the  other  contracting  party  were  to  charge  the  defendants  in  their 
assumed  corporate  capacity,  the3-  might  not  in  some  cases  be  heard  to 
denj-  their  corporate  existence,  yet,  there  being  in  fact  no  such  exist- 
ence, the  plaintiff  may  go  behind  the  assumed  corporate  character,  and 
hold  the  real  principals  to  responsibility  for  the  acts  of  those  whom 
the\'  may  have  clothed  with  authority  to  act  in  behalf  of  the  associa- 
tion. Bigelow  v.  Gregory,  supra ;  Kaiser  v.  Lawrence  Sav.  Bank, 
supra;  Jessup  v.  Carnegie,  supra ;  Hurt  v.  Salisbury,  55  Mo.  310. 

We  deem  the  evidence  to  have  been  sufficient  to  sustain  a  conclusion 
on  the  part  of  the  jury  that  all  of  the  defendants,  the  members  of  the 
association,  authorized  the  prosecution  of  the  contemplated  work,  and 
knew  that  it  was  actually  being  carried  forward  under  the  direction  of 
the  appointed  agents  of  the  association  ;  that  the  executive  committee 
was  authorized  by  the  association  to  prosecute  the  work  as  its  agent, 
and  for  that  purpose  to  employ  laborers;  that  the  alleged  contract 
upon  which  this  action  is  brought  was  made  by  two  members  of  the 
committee  in  behalf  of  the  association ;  and  that  the  whole  committee, 
having  knowledge  of  that  fact,  ratified  the  agreement,  making  pay- 
ments from  time  to  time  in  accordance  with  it.    Only  as  to  two  of 
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these  particulars  does  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  seem  questionable, 
and  only  to  that  evidence  shall  we  particularly  refer. 

It  is  in  evidence  that  the  defendant  Stark  did  not  subscribe  or  pay 
anything  for  the  purpose  of  the  association,  and,  after  executing  the 
articles  of  association,  took  no  active  part  in  the  enterprise.  He,  how- 
ever, subscribed  to  the  articles  of  association,  the  declared  purpose  of 
which  was  the  prosecution  of  this  work.  He  was  present  on  the  occa- 
sion when  the  agreement  sued  on  was  made,  and,  as  the  evidence 
tends  to  show,  heard  the  agreement  then  made,  —  that  the  association 
would  pay  the  laborers,  —  although,  according  to  his  own  testimony, 
the  agreement  was  not  such  as  is  shown  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
We  think  this  sufficient  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  Stark  was  awaro 
that  the  work  was  being  carried  on  in  behalf  of  the  association  with 
which  he  had  united,  and  that  Mathews  and  Eiebetb  in  his  presence 
assumed  to  make  this  contract  as  the  contract  of  the  association.  If 
the  fact  were  so,  the  mere  silence  of  Stark  might  be  deemed  to  signify 
his  acquiescence. 

It  is  not  entirely  clear  from  the  evidence  whether  the  agreement 
made  by  Mathews  and  Riebeth  was  communicated  to  all  the  other 
members  of  the  executive  committee.  The  by-laws  adopted  by  the 
association  declared  that  there  should  be  an  executive  committee  of 
five,  of  which  the  president,  vice-president,  and  secretary  should  be 
ex  officio  members,  and  of  which  three  members  should  constitute  a 
quorum.  But  it  is  testified  to  that  Jive  members  of  the  executive  com- 
mittee were  elected.  We  are  left  in  doubt  whether  the  association  in 
fact  named  three  or  five  of  its  members,  in  addition  to  the  ex  officio 
members,  as  its  executive  committee.  But  this  is  not  very  material. 
It  is  distinctly  testified  to  that  the  agreement  made  bj'  two  of  the  ea 
officio  members  of  the  committee  was  communicated  to  three  of  the 
other  members  of  the  committee,  one  of  whom  was  the  president,  and 
that  they  assented  to  it.  It  furtlier  appears  that  other  members  named 
as  members  of  that  committee  were  present  when  computations  were 
made  of  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  the  laborers ;  that  meetings  of  the 
committee  were  held,  at  which  they  took  action  relative  to  the  work 
being  carried  forward  under  the  agreement  made  by  Mathews  and  Rie- 
beth ;  and  that  during  a  period  of  several  weeks  the  laborers  were  paid 
by  direction  of  the  committee.  While  this  evidence  is  not  the  most 
satisfactory,  it  is  still  such  as  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  the  agree- 
ment, as  testified  to  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  was  communicated  to 
the  executive  committee  as  a  whole,  and  was  ratified  and  adopted  by 
them.  Nothing  further  was  necessary  to  charge  the  defendants  with 
liability. 

The  plaintiff  asserts,  as  a  rule  of  law  applicable  to  the  case,  that, 
from  the  mere  failure  to  perfect  the  contemplated  incorporation,  the 
association,  after  proceeding  to  carry  on  the  proposed  enterprise, 
became  a  partnership,  and  the  members  copartners,  with  authority 
(implied  from  their  relations)  in  each  member  to  bind  all  of  the  associ- 


SOCIETY   PERUN  V.   CLEVELAND.  239 

ates  by  any  act  within  the  scope  of  the  business  carried  on  by  the 
association.  We  cannot  sanction  the  application  to  this  case  of  the 
doctrine  of  implied  agency  as  it  is  recognized  in  ordinary  business 
copartnerships.  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  principle  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  reltes  exists  and  is  applicable  in  cases  where  the  business  con- 
templated and  carried  on  by  the  association,  and  the  purposes  for 
which  it  is  prosecuted,  are  such  as  involve  the  essential  elements  of  a 
partnership  undertaking,  or  where  the  articles  of  association  contain 
all  that  is  essential  to  create  a  partnership,  —  still  the  principle  is  not 
applicable  to  this  case,  in  which  those  conditions  do  not  exist.  So  far 
as  appears,  the  business  undertaken  and  carried  on  by  the  defendants 
was  not  of  a  partnership  character,  nor  the  purposes  such  as  to  suggest 
the  relation  of  copartners  between  those  engaged  in  it.  It  was  only 
the  grading  of  a  public  street  bj'  the  co-operation  of  these  several  per- 
sons, and  that,  so  far  as  appears,  for  no  purpose  of  gain  or  profit. 
This  would  not  have  constituted  those  uniting  and  contributing  for 
such  a  purpose  copartners ;  nor  can  such  a  result  have  been  accom- 
plished bj-  the  further  fact  that  an  incorporation  was  contemplated,  and 
attempted  to  be  perfected,  but  failed.  We  deem  the  liability'  of  the 
defendants  to  rest  upon  the  ordinary  principles  of  contract  and  agency, 
and  not  upon  the  ground  of  an  existing  copartnership. 

The  articles  of  association  executed  by  the  defendants  were  properly 
received  in  evidence.  This  evidence  went  to  show  the  co-operation  of 
the  defendants  in  the  enterprise  in  carrying  on  which  the  contract 
bued  on  was  made.  The  same  is  true  of  the  proof  of  contributions  of 
money  from  the  defendants. 

Order  affirmed. 


(b)   Where  there  have  been  no  Dealings  between  the  Parties  on  a  Corporate  Basis. 
SOCIETY  PERUK  v.   CLEVELAND. 

1385.    43  Ohio  State,  481. 

Action  by  city  of  Cleveland  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,-as  against  cer- 
tain subsequent  grantees,  mortgagees,  and  purchasers.  Perun,  a  cor- 
poration, Jan.  28, 1874,  executed  and  delivered  a  mortgage  to  the  city. 
This  mortgage  was  not  filed  for  record  until  Oct.  21,  1879..  In  Feb- 
ruary, 1874,  certain  persons  attempted  to  organize,  under  general  laws, 
a  corporation  by  the  name  of  Society  Perun.  In  May,  1874,  Perun 
delivered  to  Society  Perun  its  deed,  purporting  to  convey  to  the  latter 
the  premises  theretofore  mortgaged  to  the  city.  Between  that  date 
and  Oct.  21,  1879,  Society  Perun,  acting  in  its  supposed  corporate 
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capacity,  executed  and  delivered  deeds  and  mortgages,  purporting  to 
convej'  and  incumber  parcels  of  these  mortgaged  premises  to  various 
parties,  who  are  made  defendants  in  the  present  suit.  During  the  pen- 
dency of  the  present  foreclosure  suit,  it  was  adjudged,  in  a  Quo  War- 
ranto proceeding,  instituted  by  the  Attorney  General,  that  the  persons 
who  attempted  to  incorporate  under  the  name  of  Society  Perun  had 
not  been  legally  incorporated,  and  that  their  attempted  organization  as 
a  corporation  was  wholly  void ;  and  a  decree  of  ouster  was  rendered. 
Upon  the  trial  of  the  present  foreclosure  suit  in  the  District  Court,  the 
plaintiff  gave  in  evidence,  against  the  objection  of  the  defendants,  tlie 
record  of  the  Quo  Warranto  proceedings.  Defendants  offered  evidence 
tending  to  prove  an  attempt  in  good  faith  to  incorporate  Society  Perun. 
This  evidence  was  excluded,  and  defendants  excepted.  The  District 
Court  found,  among  other  things,  that,  as  to  the  city  of  Cleveland, 
Society'  Perun  was  not  a  corporation  either  in  law  or  in  fact ;  that  the 
conveyance  to  it  by  Perun  was  void  as  against  the  city  ;  and  that  the 
claims  of  all  the  defendants  (except  certain  claims  for  taxes  and  im- 
provements) were  subsequent  and  inferior  to  the  lien  of  the  city.  To 
reverse  the  judgment  rendered  upon  these  findings,  error  was  brought. 

Willson  <t  Sykora,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

B.  H.  Seavis,  for  executors  of  Stone,  cross-petitioners  in  error. 

A.  T.  Brinsmade  and  W.  E.  Sherwood,  for  city  of  Cleveland. 

Owen,  J.  The  defendants  below,  conceding  that  Society  Perun  had 
never  been  a  corporation  dejure,  maintain  that  the  court  below  should 
have  permitted  them  to  prove  that  such  society  was  a  de  facto  corpora- 
tion ;  that  it  attempted,  in  good  faith,  to  become  a  body  corporate ; 
proceeded  to  act  and  transact  business  in  good  faith  under  the  sup- 
posed authority  of  incorporation,  and  that  its  acts  ought  not  to  have 
been  declared  to  be  whollj-  void  as  against  the  city  of  Cleveland. 

The  judgment  of  ouster  was  an  adjudication  between  the  state  and 
the  societj'  upon  the  right  of  the  liitter  to  exercise  corporate  franchises. 
For  the  purposes  of  such  adjudication  it  was  competent  for  this  court 
to  consider  and  determine  what  had  been  its  status  from  its  first  at- 
tempt to  incorporate.  But  it  had  no  power  to  pass  upon  or  determine 
the  rights  of  parties  not  before  it. 

It  was  not  competent  for  this  court  to  determine  in  that  proceeding 
that  Society  Perun  had  never  been  a  corporation  de  facto,  or  that  its 
acts  and  business  transactions,  under  the  color  of  its  supposed  charter 
powers,  were  void.  The  authority  of  the  court  in  that  behalf  was  de- 
rived from  sec.  6774  (Kev.  Stats.),  which  provides :  "  When  a  defend- 
ant is  found  guilty  of  usurping,  intruding  into,  or  unlawfully  holding  or 
exercising  an  office,  franchise,  or  privilege,  judgment  shall  be  rendered 
that  such  defendant  be  ousted  and  altogether  excluded  therefrom,  and 
that  the  relator  recover  his  costs." 

When  the  court  had  excluded  the  society  from  its  franchises  to  be  a 
corporation,  it  exhausted  its  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter.  It 
had  no  power  to  speak  concerning  whatever  rights  may  have  been 
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acquired  by  the  society  as  a  corporation  de  facto,  or  by  third  parties  in 
their  transactions  with  it  as  an  acting  corporation. 

It  is  conceded  by  the  city  that  parties  who  had  recognized  the  exist- 
ence of  the  society  by  theii-  transactions  with  it  as  a  supposed  corpora- 
tion are  estopped  to  deny  its  corporate  existence.  But  it  is  maintained 
that  the  city,  having  engaged  in  no  transactions  with  it,  is  free  to  clial- 
lenge  its  existence  as  a  corporation  de  facto  as  well  as  de  jure.  The 
argument  is  that:  "  No  case  can  be  found  where  it  is  held  that  there 
is  a  corporation  de  facto  against  persons  who  have  in  no  waj'  recog- 
nized its  existence  as  a  corporation,"  and  that:  "  The  notion  of  a  de 
facto  corporation  is  based  on  the  doctrine  of  estoppel ;  when  estoppel 
can  not  be  invoked  there  can  be  no  de  facto  corporation." 

The  theory  that  a  de  facto  corporation  has  no  real  existence,  that  it 
is  a  mere  phantom,  to  be  invoked  only  by  that  rule  of  estoppel  which 
forbids  a  party  who  has  dealt  with  a  pretended  corporation  to  deny  its 
corporate  existence,  has  no  foundation,  either  in  reason  or  authority'. 
A  de  facto  corporation  is  a  reality-.  It  has  hn  actual  and  substantial 
legal  existence.     It  is,  as  the  term  implies,  a  corporation. 

"  It  is  a  self-evident  proposition  that  a  contract  can  not  be  made  with 
a  corporation  unless  the  corporation  be  in  existence  at  the  time.  A 
real  contract  with  an  imaginar3'  corporation  is  as  impossible,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  as  a  real  contract  with  an  imaginary-  person.  It  is 
essential,  therefore,  in  order  to  establish  the  existence  of  a  contract 
with  a  corporation,  to  show  that  the  corporation  was  in  existence,  at 
least  de  facto,  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made."  Morawetz  Private 
Corporations,  sec.  137. 

It  is  bound  hy  all. such  acts  as  it  might  rightfully  perform  as  a  cor- 
poration de  jure.  Where  it  has  attempted  in  good  faith  to  assume 
corporate  powers ;  where  its  proceedings  in  that  behalf  are  colorable, 
and  are  approved  by  those  officers  of  the  state  who  are  authorized  to  act 
in  that  regard  ;  where  it  has  honestly  proceeded  for  a  number  of  j'ears, 
without  interference  from  the  state,  to  transact  business  as  a  corpora- 
tion ;  has  been  reputed  and  dealt  with  as  a  duly  incorporated  body, 
and  valuable  rights  and  interests  have  been  acquired  and  transferred 
bj'  it,  no  substantial  reason  is  suggested  why  its  corporate  existence,  in 
it  suit  involving  such  transactions,  should  be  subject  to  attack  b3-  any 
other  party  than  the  state,  and  then  only  when  it  is  called  upon  in  a 
direct  proceeding  for  that  purpose,  to  show  bj-  what  authority  it  assumes 
to  be  a  corporation. 

Proof  was  offered  upon  the  trial  below  to  show,  (1)  that  the  persons 
seeking  to  incorporate  first  filed  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  certificate 
which  fully  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  statutes,  and  free 
fi'om  the  defect  which  finally  proved  fatal  to  its  existence,  but  which 
was  disapproved  by  the  attorney-general ;  (2)  That  the  certificate  of 
incorporation  which  was  finally  filed  with  the  secretary  of  state  recited 
that,  "  said  association  has  been  formed  and  organized  for  the  mutual 
protection  and  relief  of  its  members,  and  for  the  payment  of  stipulated 
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sums  of  mone^-  to  the  families  or  heirs  of  the  deceased  members  of  said 
association  ;  that  the  officers  of  said  association  have  been  duly  chosen  ; 
that  for  the  purpose  of  becoming  a  body  corporate  under  an  act  passed 
iy  the  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Ohio,  entitled,  an  act  sup- 
|)lementary  to  an  act,  entitled  an  act  to  provide  for  the  creation  and 
regulation  of  incorporated  companies  in  th.e  state  of  Ohio,  passed  May 
(,  1852,  passed  April  20,  1872  ;  "  (3)  That  this  certificate  was  approved 
by  the  secretary  of  state,  and  also  by  the  attorney-general,  as  provided 
by  the  statutes  (69  Ohio  L.  150)  ;  (4)  That  it  proceeded  in  good  faith 
to  transact  business  peculiar  to  corporations  provided  for  by  the  act 
under  which  it  attempted  to  incorporate. 

All  this  was  excluded,  and  the  decision  of  the  court  below  practically 
rested  on  the  proof  oflfered  by  the  citj',  that  Society  Perun  had  been 
ousted  of  its  franchises,  which  was  evidently  construed  as  determining 
that  such  society  had  from  the  first  no  corporate  existence,  either  de 
jure  or  de  facto,  and  consequently  no  capacity  to  receive  or  impart  any 
interest  in  or  title  to  real  estate  except  as  against  such  parties  as  were 
by  reason  of  their  recognition  of  or  dealings  with  it,  estopped  to  deny 
its  incorporate  existence. 

Did  the  court  err  ?  This  fairly  presents  the  controlling  and  verj-  im- 
portant question :  "Was  it  competent  to  show,  as  against  a  partj-  who 
was  not  estopped  to  deny  its  corporate  existence,  that  Society  Perun 
was,  at  the  time  of  the  transactions  involved  in  controversy,  a  corpora- 
tion de  facto  f 

In  Attorney-  General  ex  rel.  Pettee  v.  Stevens,  Saxton  (N.  J.  Eq.)  369, 
the  relator  sought  to  enjoin  the  Camden  and  Amboy  E.  R.  and  Trans- 
portation Co.  and  others  acting  under  its  authority  from  erecting  a 
bridge  over  a  navigable  stream.  The  claim  was  that  the  act  author- 
izing the  corporation  had  been  perverted  and  disregarded,  and  that 
there  was  no  legal  incorporation.  The  relators  were  in  no  manner 
estopped  to  attack  the  corporate  existence  of  the  respondent.  The 
court  held : 

"  Where  a  set  of  men  claiming  to  be  a  legally'  incorporated  company 
under  an  act  of  the  legislature,  have  done  everything  necessary  to  con- 
stitute them  a  corporation,  colorably  at  least,  if  not  legally, ^and  are 
exercising  all  the  powers  and  functions  of  a  corporation ;  they  are  a 
corporation,  de  facto,  if  not  dejure;  and  this  court  will  not  interfere, 
in  an  incidental  way,  to  declare  all  their  proceedings  void,  and  treat 
them  as  a  body  having  no  rights  or  powers." 

The  chancellor,  speaking  for  the  court,  said : 

"  Here,  then,  is  a  set  of  men  claiming  to  be  a  legally  incorporated 
company  under  the  act  of  the  legislature,  exercising  all  the  powers  and 
functions  of  a  corporation.  They  are  a  corporation  de  facto,  if  not 
dejure.  Every  thing  necessary  to  constitute  them  a  corporation  has 
Deen  done,  colorably  at  least,  if  not  legally ;  and  I  do  not  feel  at 
liberty,  in  this  incidental  way,  to  declare  all  their  proceedings  void,  and 
treat  them  as  a  body  having  no  rights  or  powers.     It  has  been  seen 
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that  the  court  will  not  do  this  where  a  corporation  properly  organized 
has  plainly  forfeited  its  privileges  ;  and  there  is  but  little  difference  in 
principle  between  the  two  cases.  In  both  the  corporation  is  actually  in 
existence,  but  whether  legally  and  rightfully  so  is  the  question.  And 
it  appears  to  me  that  if  the  court  can  take  cognizance  of  the  matter  in 
this  case,  it  must  in  all  others  where  it  can  be  brought  up,  not  only 
directly,  but  incidentally." 

This  case  is  approved  and  followed  in  National  Docks  B.  Co.  v. 
Central  B.  B.  Co.,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  765;  which  held  :  "  When  a  corpora- 
tion exists  de  facto,  the  court  of  chancery  can  not,  at  the  instance  of 
private  parties,  restrain  its  operations  upon  the  ground  that  its  organi- 
zation is  not  dejure.  In  such  case  the  proper  remedy  is  bj'  quo  war- 
ranto, or  information  in  the  nature  thereof,  instituted  by  the  attorney- 
general."     The  rule  of  estoppel  found  no  place  in  this  case. 

In  S.  <&  Z.  G.  B.  Co.  V.  S.  dh  C.  B.  B.  Co.,  45  Cal.  680,  it  was 
held  that:  "  If  a  corporation  de  facto  is  in  the  actual  possession  of  a 
public  highway,  under  a  grant  of  a  franchise  to  improve  and  collect 
tolls  on  the  same,  a  mere  trespasser  can  not  justify  his  entry  thereon 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  only  a  corporation  de  facto,  and  was  not  de 
jure  entitled  to  the  franchise." 

In  Williams  v.  Kokomo  B  &  L.  Ass'n.,  89  Ind.  339,  one  Leach 
gave  to  an  acting  corporation  his  mortgage  on  real  estate.  Subsequent 
to  the  execution  and  recording  of  it,  he  executed  another  mortgage  on 
the  same  land  to  Williamson.  In  a  proceeding  to  foreclose  the  junior 
mortgage,  Williamson  maintained  that  the  pretended  corporation  had 
no  legal  existence,  bj'  reason  of  defects  and  omissions  in  the  proceed- 
ings to  incorporate,  and  that  the  senior  mortgage  was  void.  He  was  in 
no  manner  estopped,  bj*  dealings  with,  or  recognition  of,  the  first  mort- 
gagee to  deny  its  corporate  existence.  The  court  held  that :  "A  junior 
mortgagee  can  not  defeat  a  senior  mortgage  by  showing  that  the  corpo- 
ration to  which  the  senior  mortgage  was  executed  was  defectively  or- 
ganized, if  it  be  a  corporation  de  facto."  Elliot,  J.,  said:  "Where 
persons  assume  to  incorporate  under  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  in  part 
complj-  with  their  requirements,  assume  corporate  functions  and  trans- 
act business  as  a  corporation,  private  persons  can  not  collaterally 
question  the  right  of  such  an  association  to  a  corporate  existence, 
although  there  has  not  been  a  full  compliance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  statute.  Baker  v.  Neff,  73  Ind.  68.  This  rule  is  not  limited  to 
cases  where  one  by  contract  admits  corporate  existence,  hut  is  a  rule 
of  general  application."  It  is  not  easy  to  distinguish  the  principle  of 
this  case  from  that  of  the  case  at  bar. 

In  Pape  v.  Capitol  Bank,  20  Kan.  440,  Pape  and  wife  gave  their 
notes  to  "James  M.  Spencer  or  bearer,"  and  their  mortgage  on  real 
estate  to  secure  them.  Spencer  transferred  the  notes  to  the  Capital 
Bank  of  Topeka,  an  acting  corporation,  with  this  indorsement:  "Pay 
the  bearer,  without  recourse  on  me ;  James  M.  Spencer."  The  mort- 
gage was  also  transferred  to  the  bank,  which  proceeded  by  suit  to  col- 
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lect  the  notes  and  foreclose  the  mortgage.  Pape  and  wife  interposed 
the  defense  that  the  bank  was  not,  and  never  had  been,  a  bodj-  corpo- 
rate, b^-  reason,  among  others,  of  a  defective  organization.  The  bank 
had  assumed  corporate  functions  after  an  attempt,  in  good  faith,  to  in^ 
corporate,  and  for  a  number  of  years  was  in  the  actual  and  notorious 
exercise  of  corporate  franchises.  Pape  had  transacted  banking  business 
with  the  plaintiff  prior  to  the  purchase  of  the  notes  and  mortgage,  but 
such  business  was  wholly  unconnected  with  the  notes  and  mortgage  in 
suit.  His  wife,  however,  had  not  in  an^'  manner  recognized  the  exist- 
ence of  the  bank  as  a  corporate  bod}',  and  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  was 
not  invoked  to  aid  the  court  in  sustaining  a  judgment  of  foreclosure 
against  Pape  and  wife.  Brewer,  J.,  saj-s :  "The  corporation  is  one 
de  facto  ;  and  onlj^  the  state  can  inquire,  and  that,  in  a  direct  proceed- 
ing, whether  it  be  one  dejure.  .  .  .  There  must,  in  such  cases,  be  a  law 
under  which  the  incorporation  can  be  had ;  there  must,  also,  be  an  at- 
tempt, in  good  faith,  on  the  part  of  the  corporators,  to  incorporate 
under  such  law ;  and  when,  after  this,  there  has  been  for  a  series  of 
years  an  actual,  open,  and  notorious  exercise,  unchallenged  bj-  the 
state,  of  the  powers  of  a  corporation,  one  who  is  sued  on  a  note  held 
by  such  corporation  will  not  be  permitted  to  question  the  validity  of  the 
incorporation  as  a  defense  to  the  action.  No  mere  matters  of  technical 
omission  in  the  incorporation,  no  acts  of  forfeiture  from  misuser  after 
the  incorporation,  are  subjects  of  inquiry  in  such  an  action.  This  is 
not  upon  the  ground  of  equitable  estoppel  but  upon  grounds  ofpublio 
policy.  If  the  state,  which  alone  can  grant  the  authority  to  incorporate, 
remains  silent  during  the  open  and  notorious  assertion  and  exercise  of 
corporate  powers,  an  individual  will  not,  unless  there  be  some  powerful 
equity  on  his  side,  be  permitted  to  raise  the  inquiry." 

In  Thompson  v.  Candor,  60  111.  244,  Willetts,  in  February,  1858, 
deeded  to  "Mercer  Collegiate  Institute,"  a  body  pretending  to  be  a 
corporation,  the  tract  of  land  in  controversy.  He  died  in  March,  1858. 
In  1868  his  heirs  quit-claimed  their  interest  in  the  land  to  Thompson, 
who  filed  a  bill  in  chancery  for  the  cancellation  of  the  deed  from  Wil- 
letts to  the  "Institute,"  alleging,  as  one  of  the  grounds  of  relief,  that 
the  named  grantee  was  not  legally  incorporated  —  had  no  capacity  to 
take  the  title,  and  that  the  deed  was  void.     The  court  held : 

"  Where  parties  endeavor  to  organize  a  corporation  for  educational 
purposes,  under  the  general  law,  adopt  a  name,  elect  trustees,  and  or- 
ganize by  electing  a  president  and  officers,  and  the  trustees  had  acted 
for  years  in  managing  the  property,  had  leased  and  mortgaged  it,  and 
expended  a  large  sum  of  money  in  its  improvement,  these  acts  consti- 
tute it  a  corporate  body  de  facto,  and  the  regularity  of  its  organization 
can  not  be  questioned  collaterally.  Such  irregularity  can  only  be  ques- 
tioned by  quo  warranto  or  scire  facias." 

Thornton,  J.,  says :  "  In  1856  an  attempt  was  made  to  organize  a 
corporation  under  the  general  incorporation  law.  A  corporate  name 
*ras  selected,  trustees  were  appointed,  and  an  organization  effected  by 
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the  election  of  a  president  and  proper  officers.  The  trustees  thus  ap- 
pointed acted  for  j-ears  in  the  general  management  of  the  propertj-, 
leased  and  mortgaged  it,  and  expended  a  large  amount  of  monej-. 
Here  then  was  a  corporate  body  de  facto,  which  had  been  engaged 
in  an  undertaking  involving  Important  interests.  The  regularity  of  its 
organization  can  not  be  questioned  collaterally.  Any  alleged  non- 
compliance with  the  law  can  only  be  inquired  into  by  the  writ  of  quo 
warranto  or  scire  facias.'" 

There  is  no  suggestion  throughout  the  entire  case  of  the  rule  of 
estoppel  as  an  element  affecting  its  disposition. 

In  Paper  Works  v.  Willett,  1  Robertson  (N.  Y.  Sup.),  131,  it  is  held 
that  formal  defects  in  proceedings  to  organize  a  corporation  are  not 
available  to  defeat  an  action  brought  by  a  corporation  for  trespass  in 
wrongfully  taking  property  out  of  its  possession. 

See  also,  as  illustrating  the  principle  under  discussion  :  Smith  v. 
Shedey,  12  Wall.  361 ;  Orand  Gulf  Bank  v.  Archer,  8  S.  &  M.  151, 
173  ;  Dunning  v.  R.  R.  Co.  2  Carter  (Ind.),  437 ;  Dannebroge  Min^ 
ing  Co.  v.  Aliment,  26  Cal.  286 ;  Searsburgh  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Cutler, 
6  Vt.  315  ;  Mitchell  v.  Deeds,  49  111.  416  ;  Mis.  Academy  v.  Lindsey, 
6  Ired.  476  ;  Darst  v.  Gale,  83  111.  136  ;  Bondell  v.  Fay,  32  Cal.  354  ; 
De  Witt  V.  Hastings,  40  N.  Y.  (Superior  Court)  463 ;  Bice  v.  B.  B. 
Co.,  21  111.  93  ;  Douglas  County  v.  Bolles,  94  U.  S.  104  ;  The  Banks 
V.  Poitiaux,  3  Randolph  (Va.),  136  ;  Goundie  v.  Northam/pton  Water 
Co.,  7  Pa.  St.  233  ;  Baker  v>  Backus,  32  111.  79  ;  Tarbell  v.  Page,  24 
111.  46;  Thornburgh  v.  B.  B.  Co.,  14  Ind.  499;  Tar  Biver  Nav. 
Co.  v.  Neal,  3  Hawks,  520 ;  Bear  Camp  Biver  Co.  v.  Woodman, 
2  Me.  404. 

In  Jones  v.  Dana,  24  Barb.  395,  it  was  held  that  if  a  company  has 
in  form  a  charter  authorizing  it  to  act  as  a  body  corporate,  and  is  in 
fact  in  the  exercise  of  corporate  powers  at  the  time  of  taking  a  note 
from  an  individual,  it  is,  as  to  him  and  all  third  persons,  a  corporation 
de  facto,  and  the  validitj'  of  its  corporate  existence  can  only  be  tested 
by  proceedings  on  behalf  of  the  people. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  certificate  which  was  last  filed  hy  the  society 
embraced  a  full  statement  of  the  objects  of  incorporation  and  indicated 
what  the  nature  of  its  business  must  necessarily  be,  and,  was  strongly 
suggestive  of  the  manner  in  which  it  must  necessarily  be  transacted ; 
and  while  it  is  not  our  purpose  to  call  in  question  the  action  of  this  court 
in  the  quo  warranto  proceedings,  we  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  if 
we  were  now  called  up6n  to  determine  whether  the  corporate  life  of 
Society  Perun  should  be  taken,  the  question,  upon  the  facts  offered  in 
proof  at  the  trial  below,  would  not  be  free  from  doubt  and  difficulty. 
It  is  very  clear  that  the  proceedings  to  incorporate  were  colorable  ;  and 
BO  far  as  this  fact  is  a  test  of  the  existence  of  a  corporation  de  facto, 
it  is  most  amply  established.  That  there  was  proof  of  user  is  mani- 
fest from  the  evidence  which  was  received  without  objection. 

That  the  judgment  of  ouster  did  not  and  could  not  have  a  retroactive 
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effect  upon  the  rights  of  the  society,  and  of  parties  who  had  dealt  with 
it  during  its  de  facto  existence,  is  suggested  by  the  opinion  of  Wright,  J., 
in  Gaff\.  Flesher,  33  Ohio  St.  115. 

The  evidence  which  was  offered  and  excluded  would,  if  credited, 
have  shown  Society  Perun  capable  of  holding  and  transferring  the  legal 
title  to  the  lands  in  controversy.  Walsh  v.  Barton,  24  Ohio  St.  43 ; 
Dar.^t  V.  Oale,  83  111.  136 ;  Shewalter  v.  Fimer,  55  Mo.  218 ;  Mit. 
Bank  V.  Matthews,  98  U.  S.  628 ;  Goundie  v.  Northampton  Water 
Co.,  7  Penn.  St.  233  ;  Barrow  v.  Nashville  Turn.  Co.,  9  Humph.  304 ; 
Kelly  V.  People's  Trans.  Co.,  3  Ore.  189 ;  Bogardus  v.  Trinity 
Church,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  758. 

The  public  and  all  persons  dealing  with  this  society  were  justified  in 
assuming  that  the  certificate  filed  with  tlie  secretary  of  state,  and  by 
him  admitted  to  record  in  his  oflSce,  had  been  approved  by  him,  and 
also  by  the  attorney-general,  as  required  by  statute  (69  Ohio  L.  150), 
and  that  it  so  far  conformed  to  all  legal  requirements  that,  as  provided 
in  section  2  of  the  act  of  incorpoi'ation  (69  Ohio  L.  83),  "  a  cop}-, 
duly  certified  by  the  secretary  of  state,  under  the  great  seal  of  the  state 
of  Ohio,  shall  be  evidence  of  the  existence  of  such  association." 

It  would  seem  that  such  approval,  record,  and  certificate,  followed 
by  uninterrupted  and  unchallenged  user  for  nearly  six  years,  of  all  of 
which  proof  was  tendered,  would  constitute  a  corporation  de  faeto,  if 
such  a  body  is,  under  any  circumstances,  entitled  to  legal  recognition. 

The  highest  considerations  of  public  policy  and  fair  dealing  protest 
against  treating  such  an  organization  as  a  nullity,  and  all  of  its  trans- 
actions void. 

The  principle  of  the  above  cases  is  to  be  distinguished  from  a  case 
where  a  mere  corporation  de  facto  attempts  to  assert  the  power  of  emi- 
nent domain  by  the  appropriation  of  private  property'  to  public  use. 
It  has  been  held  that  the  exercise  of  this  right  (wiiich  is  but  a  delega- 
tion of  the  sovereign  power  of  the  state),  depends  upon  the  suflBciency 
and  legal  validity  of  the  certificate  of  incorporation  and  public  record 
of  its  organization.  B.  B.  Go.  v.  Sullivant,  5  Ohio  St.  276  ;  Atkinson 
v.  B.  B.  Co.,  15  Ohio  St.  21. 

The  case  of  Baecoon  Biver  Nav.  Go.  v.  Eagle,  29  Ohio  St.  238,  is 
relied  upon  hy  the  defendant  in  error.  It  was  an  action  to  recover 
upon  a  stock  subscription.  A  plea  of  nul  tiel  corporation  was  inter- 
posed. The  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  organized  under  an  act  to  authorize 
the  incorporation  of  companies  "  for  the  purpose  of  improving  any 
stream  of  water  .  .  .  declared  navigable  by  ''any  law  of  the  state  of 
Ohio."  On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  a  certificate 
by  which  it  appeared  that  the  company  was  formed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  improving,  etc..  Big  Raccoon  river.  Unfortunately  there  was 
no  navigable  stream  in  Ohio  by  that  name.  No  other  testimony  was 
offered.  There  was  no  proof  of  user.  There  was  no  defect  in  the 
form  of  the  proceedings  to  incorporate,  but  an  attempt  to  organize  and 
Incorporate  for  a  purpose  impossible  of  accomplishment.    There  was 
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neither  a  de  jure  nor  de  facto  corporation.    Judgment  was  properly 
rendered  for  defendant. 

In  excluding  proof  of  what  was  actually  done  looking  to  the  incor- 
poration of  Society  Perun,  and  of  the  subsequent  acts  of  user,  which 
was  offered  in  evidence,  there  was  error,  for  which  the  judgment  in  the 
first  entitled  case  (as  well  as  that  in  the  same  plaintiff  against  Hay  et 
al.,  which  was  tried  with  it  and  involves  the  same  general  questions) 
are  reversed.  Numerous  other  questions  are  presented  by  the  volumi- 
nous records  in  these  cases,  but  as  they  all  depend  upon  the  one  cen- 
tral and  controlling  question  discussed  above,  and  as  the  disposition 
here  made  of  the  cases  must  lead  to  a  re-trial  in  the  light  of  the  prin- 
ciples indicated  in  this  opinion,  they  are  not  separately  considered. 

Judgment  reversed. 


BRADLEY  et  als.  «.  REPPELL, 

1895.    133  Missouri,  546. 

Bbaoe,  p.  J.  This  is  an  action  in  ejectment  in  common  form  to 
recover  the  possession  of  certain  lands  described  in  the  petition,  situate 
in  Kansas  City ;  instituted  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jackson  County, 
taken  thence  by  change  of  venue,  and  tried,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Clay  County. 

The  answer  was  a  general  denial,  and  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions as  to  a  part  of  the  land,  and  no  claim  as  to  the  remainder.  Issue 
was  joined  by  reply. 

On  the  trial,  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  the  court  sus- 
tained a  demurrer  to  the  evidence  as  to  the  plaintiff  T.  C.  Bradley,  and 
overruled  it  as  to  the  other  plaintiffs,  Samuel  F.  Freeman  and  the  Atlas 
Investment  Company.  The  trial  then  proceeded,  and  after  all  the  evi- 
dence was  heard,  the  issue  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  who  returned  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant.  Thereupon  plaintiffs  filed  motions  for  new 
trial  and  in  arrest  of  judgment.  The  motion  for  new  trial  coming  on 
to  be  heard,  was  sustained  and  the  verdict  set  aside  on  the  following 
grounds,  "  specified  of  record." 

"  9th.  Because  the  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  admit  as  evidence  a  certified 
copy  of  the  Warranty  Deed  dated  August  20,  1880,  from  the  West  Kansas 
City  Land  Company  to  Charles  W.  Whitehead,  which  certified  copy  was 
offered  in  evidence  by  plaintiff. 

16th.  Because  the  Court  erred  in  refusing  to  admit  as  evidence  the  certi- 
fied copy  of  the  Quit  Claim  Deed  from  the  West  Kansas  City  Land  Company 
to  Charles  W.  Whitehead,  which  is  offered  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff." 

From  the  order  sustaining  this  motion  and  setting  aside  the  verdict, 
the  defendant  appeals. 

(1).   By  a  Special  Act  of  the  Legislature  approved  March  1 4,  1859 
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(Sess.  Acts,  1858,  p.  292),  The  West  Kansas  City  Land  Company 
was  incorporated  with  power  "to  make  contracts,  sue  and  be  sued," 
and  to  "  purchase  and  hold  any  quantity  of  land  in  Kaw  township  in 
Jackson  County,  Missouri,  not  exceeding  one  thousand  acres ;  to  lay 
the  same  off  into  parks,  squares,  and  lots,  improve,  sell  or  convey  the 
same  by  deed  ;  to  re-purchase  and  re-convey  any  portion  of  the  same, 
when  necessary  in  transacting  the  legitimate  business  of  said  com- 
pany ;  and  purchase  and  hold  any  personal  property  necessary  for  the 
purposes  above  indicated."  Nothing  was  said  in  the  act  either  directly 
or  indirectly  as  to  the  duration  of  the  company's  corporate  existence. 
By  the  general  law  in  force  at  the  time  this  company  was  thus  incor- 
porated it  was  provided  that  "  Every  corporation,  as  such,  has  power, 
to  have  succession  by  its  corporate  name  for  the  period  limited  in  its 
charter  and  when  no  period  is  limited,  for  twenty  years."  R.  S.  1855, 
Vol.  1,  p.  369.  Sec.  1.  "And  that  upon  the  dissolution  of  any  cor- 
poration, the  president  and  directors  or  managers  of  the  affairs  of  the 
corporation  at  the  same  time  of  the  dissolution  shall  be  trustees  of 
such  corporation  witli  full  power  to  settle  its  affairs."  R.  S.  1855, 
Vol.  1,  p.  375,  Cap.  34,  Sec.  24.  The  corporation  thus  chartered  was 
an  ordinary  business  corporation  whose  corporate  existence  by  virtue 
of  these  statutory  provisions  expired  on  the  14tli  of  March,  1879, 
State  ex  rel.  vs.  Payne,  29  Mo.  468,  and  the  two  deeds  rejected  'by  the 
court  vipon  the  trial  were  executed  after  that  date  in  the  name  and 
nndor  fli-^  corporate  seal  of  the  company  "by  William  McCoy,  Presi- 
dent." "Attest:  Edw.  A.  Allen,  Secretary."  The  defendant  objected 
to  the  introduction  of  tliese  deeds  offered  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiffs  as 
constituting  a  part  of  their  chain  of  title,  and  in  support  of  his  objec- 
tions read  in  evidence  the  Act  of  the  Legislature  aforesaid  incorporat- 
ing said  company,  and  it  was  admitted  that  said  company'  in  whose 
behalf  said  deeds  had  been  so  executed,  was  the  same  company  by 
said  act,  incorporated,  and  that  it  was  never  thereafter  re-incorporated. 
The  defendant's  claim  of  title  wa.s  by  adverse  possession,  and  there  is 
not  in  the  case  anj'  question  of  estoppel  to  deny  the  existence  of  the 
corporation  by  reason  of  the  relation  sustained  by  the  defendant  to  the 
land  company,  or  of  any  dealings  by  him  directly  or  indirectly  with  it, 
or  any  person  connected  with,  or  representing  it.  Why  then  should 
the  defendant  be  precluded  from  showing,  hy  the  law  that  gave  that 
company  its  corporate  existence,  that,  at  the  time  these  deeds  were 
made,  it  was  dead,  incapable  of  executing  a  legal  conveyance  of  the 
real  estate  in  question,  and  that  said  deeds  were  tlicrefore  void,  and  no 
evidence  of  title  ?  The  answer  returned  by  the  counsel  for  plamtiffs  to 
this  question  is,  "  That  it  is  the  settled  law  of  this  State  that  a  con- 
veyance to,  or  by  a  corporation  de  facto  can  be  assailed  on  the  ground 
of  lack  of  corporate  existence  only  by  the  State." 

This  answer  does  not  meet  the  question,  unless  it  be  assumed  that  a 
corporation  whose  corporate  existence  has  expired  by  the  terms  of  the 
law  which  created  it,  stUl  exists  as  a  de  facto  corporation  as  to  all  per- 
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sons  except  the  State,  an  assumption  that  we  think  fs  not  sustained  by 
the  authorities  cited,  and  is  not  "the  settled  law  in  this  State."  On 
the  contrary,  in  this  State,  as  elsewhere  unless  otherwise  provided 
by  statute,  the  law  is,  that  wliere  the  term  of  the  existence  of  a  cor- 
poration is  fixed  bj-  its  charter  or  tlie  general  law,  upon  the  expiration 
of  that  term,  the  corporation  becomes  ipso  facto  dissolved  ;  it  can  no 
longer  act  in  a  corporate  capacity,  and  its  title  to  property  ceases.  2 
Beach  on  Private  Cor.  Sec.  780;  2  Morawetz,  Sec.  1031.  In  such  an 
event  in  this  State  the  title  to  its  property  is  by  statute  devolved  upon 
trustees  for  the  settlement  of  its  affairs  and  the  distribution  of  its 
assets.  R.  S.  1855  supra,  R.  S.  1889,  Sec.  2513  ;  and  thereafter  it  has 
no  power  to  make  a  legal  contract  or  convey  property  in  its  corporate 
name  and  capacity-.  It  ceases  to  be  a  corporation,  dejure  et  de  facto, 
for  the  reason  that  there  is  no  law  in  force  authorizing  its  existence, 
and  no  law  by  virtue  of  which  it  might  exist,  and  no  person  unless 
3stopped  by  his  own  action,  ought  to  be,  or  can  be  precluded  from 
showing  this  fact,  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  law  itself,  without  the 
necessit3-  of  any  judicial  investigation ;  in  an  issue  involving  his  own 
personal  rights  and  interests. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities  cited  b}'  counsel  for  respondents, 
and  of  all  the  other  cases  touching  this  question,  will  show  that  it  has 
never  been  otherwise  ruled  in  this  State,  nor  elsewhere  so  far  as  we 
have  been  able  to  discover. 

The  first  case  cited  b^-  counsel  for  respondent  Mcliidoe  vs.  St.  Louis, 
10  Mo.  576,  does  not  touch  the  question,  side,  edge,  or  bottom 

The  cases  of  Chambers  v.  St.  Louis,  29  Mo.  543 ;  Land  v.  Cofiinan, 
50  Mo.  243  ;  Shewalter  v.  Pirner,  55  Mo.  218 ;  and  Conn.  Mutual  Life 
Ins.  Co.  vs.  Smith,  117  Mo.  26 ;  go  no  farther  in  the  direction  of  our 
present  inquiry  than  to  hold  that  where  an  existing  corporation  has 
power  to  acquire,  hold  and  dispose  of  land  the  question  whether  such 
corporation  has  transcended  the  limits  of  such  power  in  respect  thereto 
can  only  be  raised  and  determined  in  a  direct  proceeding  by  the  State 
against  the  corporation.  But  this  falls  far  short  of  the  question  here ; 
which  goes  to  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  the  corporation,  conceded  in 
these  cases. 

It  is  also  well  settled  law  that  one  who  has  contracted  with  an 
organization  as  a  corporation,  in  its  corporate  name,  is  estopped 
from  denj'ing  the  existence  of  such  corporation  at  the  time  of  making 
the  contract,  or  of  alleging  any  defect  in  its  organization  affecting  its 
capacity  to  contract  or  sue  as  a  corporation  upon  such  contract. 
4  Thomp.  Corp.  5275 ;  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Encycl.  of  law,  p.  198  and  cases 
cited  note  1,  p.  199  ;  2  Morawetz  Priv.  Corp.  Sec.  750,  753 ;  Beach 
on  Corp.,  Sec.  13.  And  so  it  has  been  ruled  in  this  state  in  many 
cases,  including  those  next  cited  in  the  brief  of  counsel  for  respond* 
ent.  Ohio  &  M.  R.  R.  Co.  vs.  McPherson,  35  Mo.  13 ;  Farmers  & 
Merchants  Ins.  Co.  v.  Needles,  52  Mo.  18  ;  City  of  St.  Louis  v.  Shield, 
62  Mo.  247 ;  Stoutimore  vs.  Clark,  70  Mo.  471 ;  Studebaker  Bros.  v. 
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Montgomer}-,  74  Mo.  101  ;  St.  Louis  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  City  of  St.  Louis, 
84  Mo.  302,  affirming  11  Mo.  App.  55  ;'Broadwell  v.  Merritt,  87  Mo. 
95 ;  Grand}'  Mining  Co.  vs.  Eiehards,  95  Mo.  106.  Of  course  such 
estoppel  extends  as  well  to  the  privies  of;  as  to  the  parties  to  such 
contracts.  Hasenritter  v.  Hirchhoffer,  79  Mo.  239 ;  Ragan  v.  Mo- 
Elroy,  98  Mo.  349 ;  Broadwell  v.  Merritt,  87  Mo.  95 ;  Reinhard  v. 
Va.  Lead  Mining  Co.  107  Mo.  616.  The  rulings  in  none  of  these  cases, 
however,  support  the  contention  that  the  deeds  should  have  been  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  in  the  case  in  hand,  in  which,  as  has  been  already 
seen,  there  is  no  question  of  estoppel. 

Nor  do  the  cases  of  Finch  v.  Ullman,  105  Mo.  255,  or  Crenshaw 
V.  Ullman,  113  Mo.  633,  cited  by  plaintiff's  counsel;  in  which  it 
was  ruled  where  there  was  a  law  authorizing  the  existence  of  a  cor- 
poration, at  the  time  when  the  organization  assumed  to  act,  and  did 
act  as  such  corporation,  —  that  its  corporate  existence  as  to  such  act 
could  not  be  called  in  question  in  a  collateral  proceeding ;  sustain 
respondent's  contention.  It  is  true  in  these  and  other  cases,  it  is 
sometimes  broadly  stated  as  settled  law,  in  substance,  "  that  a  trans- 
fer of  propertj'  to  or  by  a  corporation  de  facto  will  be  binding  and 
valid  as  against  all  parties  except  the  state,"  but  this  is  simply  a  re- 
statement in  another  form  of  the  proposition  ruled.  It  implies  that 
the  case  is  one  in  which  a  corporation  may  by  law  exist,  for  there  can 
be  no  corporation  de  facto  when  there  cannot  be  a  corporation  de 
jure.  1  Beach  on  Priv.  Corp.  Sec.  13 ;  4  Tiiomp.  Corp.  Sec.  523- 
5275 ;  at  least  as  to  any  person  who  is  not  precluded  bj^  his  own 
action,  or  that  of  those  under  whom  he  claims,  from  questioning  its 
existence.  Whatever  may  be  the  rule  as  to  these,  as  to  all  other  per- 
sons, there  must  be  at  least  color  of  law  for  its  corporate  existence  ta 
preclude  such  inquiry,  and  it  would  seem  to  go  without  saying,  that 
a  law  which  gives  existence  to  a  corporation  for  a  certain  number  of 
years  at  the  end  of  which  time  it  must  surely  die,  cannot  give  color 
to  its  corporate  existence  after  the  date  of  its  death  as  decreed  by  the 
terms  of  that  same  law. 

Judge  Thompson  in  his  recent  work  on  Private  Corporations  says : 

"  There  is  much  judicial  authority  for  the  proposition  that  where  a  corpora- 
tion is  brought  to  an  end  by  the  lapse  of  time,  that  is,  by  the  expiration  of 
the  distinct  limitation  of  its  life  in  its  charter,  any  further  exercise  of  its  cor- 
porate powers,  may  be  questioned  collaterally.  The  governing  principle  here 
is  that  upon  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  by  the  charter  for  the  existence 
of  the  corporation  its  dissolution  is  complete.  '  The  dissolution  in  such  case,' 
it  has  been  said,  '  is  declared  by  the  act  of  the  Legislature  itself.'  The  lim- 
ited time  of  existence  has  expired,  and  no  judicial  determination  of  that  fact 
is  requisite.  The  corporation  is  de  facto  dead."  Thomp.  Corp.  Sec.  530,  cit- 
ing in  support  of  the  text,  People  v.  Manhatten  Co.,  9  Wend.  N.  Y.  351 ;  Mor- 
gan  V.  Lawrenceburg  Ins.  Co.,  3  Ind.  285;  Wilson  v.  Tesson,  12  Ind.  285; 
Grand  Rapids  Bridge  Co.  v.  Prague,  35  Mich.  400;  Dobson  v.  Simonton,  88 
N.  C.  492;  Sturges  v.  Vanderbilt,  73  N.  Y.  384;  Bank  of  U.  S.  v.  McLaugh- 
lin, 2  Cranoh  C.  C.  (U.  8.)  20.    Further  on  in  the  same  section,  however,  he 
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says:  "On  the  other  hand  it  has  been  ruled  in  Missouri,  that  the  question 
■whether  the  charter  of  a  corporation  has  expired  by  limitation  of  tirae,  can  be 
adjudicated  only  in  a  direct  proceeding  by  the  State,  that  such  a  defense  can- 
not be  set  up  collaterally  in  an  action  by  the  corporation,"  —  citing  the  single 
case  of  St.  Louis  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  City  of  St.  Louis,  84  Mo.  202,  afllrming  11 
Mo.  App.  55. 

In  Sturges  v.  Vanderbilt,  supra,  decided  in  1878,  Rapallo  J.  said  : 

"  It  is  further  claimed  that  until  a  corporation  is  declared  dissolved  by  Ju- 
dicial decree,  creditors  may  proceed  against  it  by  its  corporate  name,  aud  that 
it  remains  in  esse,  until  formally  adjudged  dissolved.  All  the  cases  cited  in 
support  of  this  proposition  relate  to  a  dissolution  in  consequence  of  insolvency, 
or  non  user,  or  mis-user  of  the  corporate  franchises,  or  some  other  cause  of 
forfeiture.  In  such  cases  it  is  well  settled  that  the  dissolution  does  not  take 
effect  until  judicially  declared.  But  the  principle  upon  which  that  class  of 
cases  rests,  is  not  applicable  to  a  dissolution  by  expiration  of  the  charter. 
The  dissolution  in  such  case  is  declared  by  the  act  of  the  Legislature  itself. 
The  limited  time  of  existence  has  expired,  and  no  judicial  determination  of 
that  fact  is  requisite.  The  corporation  is  de  facto  dead.  People  v.  Walker,  17 
N.  Y.  503;  Greely  v.  Smith,  3  Story  C.  C.  R.  658.  Where  the  charter  of  a 
corporation  is  annulled  by  act  of  the  legislature  the  corporation  is  extinct  and 
no  judgment  can  be  rendered  against  it  (Mumma  v.  Potomac  Co.,  8  Pet.  286; 
Merrill  v.  Suffolk  Bank,  31  Me.  57).  We  have  been  referred  to  no  authority 
holding  a  contrary  doctrine." 

After  a  verj'  extended  search  for,  and  a  careful  examination  of,  the 
cases,  both  before  and  since  the  date  of  this  decision,  we  also  have 
been  unable  to  find  any  authorit3-  contrary  of  this  doctrine  ;  unless  it 
can  he  found  in  the  Gas  Light  Co.  case  above  cited  by  Judge  Thomp- 
son or  in  Miller  v.  Coal  Co.  81  W.  Va.  836  also  cited  by  him,  and  to 
these  cases  our  attention  will  now  be  directed. 

In  St.  Louis  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  City  of  St.  Louis,  which  was  an  action 
by  a  corporation  upon  a  written  contract  entered  into  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  the  defendant  claimed  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  main- 
tain its  action  thereon,  because  its  corporate  life  had  expired  before 
the  making  of  the  contract  and  the  institution  of  the  suit.  Upon 
this  claim  the  court  ruled,  that,  the  defendant  having  by  entering  into 
the  contract  with  the  plaintiff  admitted  the  capacity  of  the  plaintiff  to 
enter  into  a  binding  obligation  as  a  corporation,  the  defendant  was 
estopped  to  deny  plaintiffs  corporate  existence,  when  sued  upon  a 
promise  contained  in  such  contract.  After  having  by  this  ruling  fully 
covered  the  point  in  issue,  Judge  Thompson,  who  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  in  the  same  connection,  closed  this  paragraph  of  his 
opinion  by  adding  the  following  dicta:  "Whether  or  not  its  charter 
has  expired  by  limitation  is  a  question  which  cannot  be  adjudicated  in 
a  collateral  proceeding  such  as  this.  It  can  only  he  raised  in  a  direct 
jyroceeding  between  the  state  of  Missouri  and  the  defendant.  City  of 
St.  Louis  vs.  Shields,  62  Mo.  247,  251."  The  case  cited  by  the  learned 
judge  was  one  in  which  it  was  sought  to  draw  in  question  the  constitu- 
tionality of  an  act  incorporating  the  plaintiff,  in  which  the  court  held 
that  the  act  was  constitutional,  and  further  that  the  defendant  having 
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entered  into  the  contract  with  the  city  admitted  its  corporate  capacity 
and  was  estopped  from  denj'ing  it  in  an  action  upon  such  contract. 
While  tlie  latter  ruling  supports  the  ruling  in  the  case  in  which  it  is 
cited  bj-  Judge  Thompson,  and  is  in  harmon}^  with  all  the  cases,  it 
does  not  support  his  dicta  therein,  that  the  question  whether  the  char- 
ter  of  the  corporation  has  expired  by  limitation  "  can  only  be  raised  ir, 
a  direct  proceeding  between  the  State  of  Missouri  and  the  defendant.'^ 
The  dicta  being,  then,  obiter,  to  the  case  then  in  hand,  and  unsup- 
ported by  the  case  cited  for  it,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  authority.  In 
the  case  of  Miller  v.  Coal  Co.  31  West.  Va.  836,  it  was  held,  under  the 
statute  of  that  state,  providing,  in  effect,  that  when  a  corporation  shall 
Bxpire  or  be  dissolved,  suits  may  be  brought,  continued  or  defended,  proi> 
ertj'  conveyed,  and  all  lawful  acts  be  done  in  the  corporate  name  in  the 
like  manner  and  with  like  effect  as  before  such  dissolution  or  expiration 
/SO  far  as  is  necessary,  to  wind  up  its  affairs:  That,  a  corporation  con- 
tinuing in  business,  and  committing  a  tort  after  the  expiration  of  the  term 
of  its  existence,  as  provided  by  its  charter,  was  precluded  from  setting 
up  the  expiration  of  its  corporate  existence  as  so  provided  in  an  action 
against  it  by  the  person  injured  by  such  tort.  Here  we  have  a  law  by 
which  the  corporation  might  exist  for  certain  purposes  after  its  charter 
term  had  expired,  and  a  state  of  facts  which  precluded  the  corporation 
from  denj'ing  its  existence  ;  in  other  words  :  law  for  the  existence  of  the 
corporation,  and  an  estoppel  to  deny  it.  These  two  elements  are  alike 
wanting  in  the  proposition  of  the  dicta  of  Judge  Thompson,  and  in  the 
facts  of  the  case  under  consideration,  and  this  West.  Va.  case,  no  more 
than  the  case  of  the  St.  Louis  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  11  Mo.  55  {the 
ruling  in  which,  but  noi  the  dicta,  was  approved  in  84  Mo.  202)  is  authnr- 
ity  for  his  proposition  or  the  respondent's  contention  in  the  case  in  hnnd. 

We  are  cited  by  counsel  for  respondent  to  one  other  case,  which  has 
not  yet  been  noticed,  the  case  of  the  Catholic  Church  v.  Tobein,  82 
Mo.  418,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  suing  as  a  corporation 
acquired  no  right  to  property  devised  to  an  unincorporated  organiza- 
tion of  the  same  name,  by  a  will  which  took  effect  before  the  plaintiff 
was  incorporated. 

It  cannot  be  seen  how  this  case  can  in  any  way  support  the  re- 
spondent's contention.  On  the  contrary  the  ruUng  could  have  been 
made  onlj'  upon  an  inquii-y  and  finding  that  the  alleged  corporation 
was  non-existent  at  the  time  the  will  took  effect.  It  was  non-existent 
then  because  there  was  no  law  authorizing  its  existence.  If  inquiry 
could  be  legitimately  made  in  that  case  whether  there  was  anj-  law  in 
force  authorizing  the  existence  of  that  corporation,  whj-  can  not  a  like 
inquiry  be  made  in  the  present  case?  The  defendant  was  not  pre- 
cluded from  making  such  inquiry  by  any  act  of  his  own,  or  of  any 
other  person  under  whom  he  claimed.  He  did  not  propose  to  bring  in 
question  the  validity  of  any  law,  authorizing  the  existence  of  the  cor- 
poration at  the  time  these  deeds  were  made,  or  the  regularity  or 
validity  of  the  corporation  organized  under  such  a  law,  or  the  validity 
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of  any  of  the  acts  of  such  corporation  to  determine  which  would  re- 
quire judicial  investigation  ;  but  simply  to  show  by  the  law  which  once 
had  given  corporate  existence  to  the  West  Kansas  City  Land  Company 
that,  at  the  time  these  deeds  purport  to  have  been  executed,  that  cor- 
poration had  ceased  to  exist,  and  could  not  have  executed  them.  Upon 
no  principle  of  law  with  which  we  are  familiar  can  he  be  precluded 
from  so  doing,  and  we  think  no  well-considered  case  can  be  found,  that 
properly  understood,  gives  support  to  a  ruling  to  that  effect.  We  have 
been  speaking  of  the  law  of  the  company's  existence  as  a  unit,  for  we 
fail  to 'discover  how  the  fact  that  the  limit  of  the  term  of  existence, 
being  contained  in  the  general  law,  and  not  in  the  special  Act,  can  in 
anj-  way  affect  the  principle  we  have  been  discussing.  The  general 
law  became  a  part  of  the  charter  of  the  company  at  the  moment  of  its 
creation,  and  must  be  read  into  it,  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  written 
therein.  It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  trial  court  com- 
mitted [no]  error  in  rejecting  the  deeds  aforesaid  when  offered  in  evi- 
dence by  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  it  did  commit  error  in  setting  aside 
the  verdict  for  defendant,  and  granting  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that 
it  did  commit  error  in  refusing  to  admit  said  deeds  in  evidence. 

We  can  review  cases  onlj'  upon  the  record  made  by  the  trial  court, 
authenticated  to  us  in  the  manner  provided  bj-  law,  and  having  thus 
reviewed  this  case  and  found  that  the  trial  court  committed  error  in 
setting  aside  the  verdict  and  granting  a  new  trial  for  the  reasons  speci- 
fied of  record,  and  no  other  ground  for  such  action  appearing  upon  th( 
record  thereof  before  us,  the  same  is  reversed  and  set  aside  and  tht 
cause  will  be  remanded  to  the  circuit  court  with  directions  to  enter  up 
judgment  in  accordance  with  tlio  vpnlift.     Ail  concur. 

Per  Curiam  :  The  foregoing  opinion  handed  down  in  Division  No.  1, 
is  adopted  as  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  Banc.  Gantt,  Sherwood, 
Macfarlane,  and  Buegess,  JJ.,  concurring  with  Brace,  C.  J.,  therein. 
Barclay  and  Robinson,  JJ.,  dissenting.  Judgment  will  therefore  be 
entered  as  directed  in  the  opinion. 
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BREWER  V.  THE  STATE. 

1881.    7  Lea  (Tennessee),  662. 

TuKNEY,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Brewer  was  indicted  and  convicted  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Hancock 
County,  for  selling  intoxicating  liquors  within  four  miles  of  "  McKin- 
ney  High  School,"  an  incorporated  institution  of  learning. 

The  proof  shows  the  sale  to  have  been  in  the  town  of  Sneedville, 
within  four  hundred  yards  of  the  building  in  which  the  school  was 
taught. 

The  act  of  1875,  eh.  142,  entitled  "  An  act  to  provide  for  the  organ- 
ization of  corporations,"  makes  provision  for  the  organization  of  such 
corporations  as  the  "McKinney  High  School."  The  charter  of  said 
institution  was  passed  in  the  form  required  by  law,  and  was  acknow- 
ledged and  registered  and  transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  but 
his  certificate  and  the  fac  simile  of  the  seal  of  the  State  had  not  been 
registered  in  the  county  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offence. 

By  sec.  3  of  the  act  it  is  provided  :  "  The  said  instrument  registered 
as  aforesaid,  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  who  shall 
copy  the  same  in  a  book  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose,  with  the  jiro- 
bates,  acknowledgments,  certificates  of  clerk,  register,  etc.  The  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  then  certify  in  the  original  instrument,  that  the 
same  has  been  registered  in  his  office,  to  which  certificate  shall  be 
affixed  the  great  seal  of  the  State,  and  upon  the  affixing  of  the  great 
seal  of  the  State  to  said  certificate  or  said  original  instrument,  and 
the  registration  of  said  secretary's  certificate  and  the  fac  simile  of  said 
seal  in  the  register's  office  where  said  instrument  was  originally  regis- 
tered, the  formation  of  the  association  as  a  body  politic  and  corpo- 
rate is  hereby  declared  complete,  and  the  validity  of  the  same  shall 
not  be  in  any  legal  proceeding  collaterally  attacked." 

As  we  have  seen,  these  things  were  not  done  when  the  ofifence  is 
alleged  to  have  been  committed ;  hence  the  "  McKinney  High  School" 
was  not  then  an  incorporated  institution  in  the  sense  of  the  statute, 
the  defendant  is  therefore  not  guilty  of  the  ofEence  charged. 

It  is  urged  on  the  part  of  the  State  that  sec.  20  of  the  act  enacts 
"  that  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  have  published  and  bound'  with  the 
acts  of  each  general  assembly  a  certified  list  of  all  corporations  organ- 
ized under  this  or  any  subsequent  act  of  the  legislature,  since  the  last 
publication,  giving  the  name  and  date  of  organization  of  each  corpora- 
tion, and  such  publication  shall  be  legal  evidence  of  the  existence  of 
such  corporations."  That  this  section  having  been  complied  with, 
the  offence  was  complete. 

The  object  of  this  section  was  convenience  simply.  The  legal  evi- 
dence created  by  it  is  only  prima  facie,  and  may  be,  as  it  was  in  this 
case,  rebutted. 

Beversed. 
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EAST  NORWAY  LAKE  CHUECH  v.  FEOISLIE. 

1887.    37  Minnesota,  447. 

The  plaintiffs  in  this  action  are  "  The  Trustees  of  the  East  Norway 
Lake  Norwegian  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  Kandiyohi  County, 
Minnesota,"  and  "  The  Trustees  of  the  West  Norway  Lake  Norwegian 
Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  Kandiyohi  County,  Minnesota,"  and 
they  brought  the  action  in  the  District  Court  for  Kandiyohi  County, 
to  recover  the  possession  of  certain  real  property  detained  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  of  which  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  they  are  the  joint  own- 
ers. The  answer  denies  plaintiffs'  incorporation  and  ownership,  admit 
defendants'  possession,  and  justifies  the  same  under  a  lease  from  the 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  L.  J.  Markus,  deceased,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances stated  in  the  opinion.  The  action  was  tried  before  Brown, 
J.,  and  a  jury,  and  plaintiffs  had  a  verdict.  Judgment  was  entered 
thereon,  from  which  the  defendants  appeal. 

Mitchell,  J.  .  .  .  Defendants,  however,  attack  plaintiffs'  title. 
They  claim  that  they  were  never  legally  organized,  and  hence  were 
incapable  of  taking  or  holding  property.  The  points  made  in  support 
of  this  contention  are  that  the  meetings  at  which  the  organizations 
were  attempted  to  be  made  were  not  held  after  suflcient  notice  ;  that 
the  certificates  of  incorporation  were  not  properly  executed,  acknow- 
ledged, or  recorded,  etc. ;  and  that  Sp.  Laws  1878,  c.  193,  purporting 
to  legalize  the  organizations,  is  unconstitutional.  Under  the  view  we 
take  otthe  case  it  is  wholly  unnecessary  to  consider  any  of  these  ques- 
tions. The  plaintiffs  are  at  least  corporations  de  facto.  Such  a  cor- 
poration, at  least  where  there  is  a  law  under  which  a  corporation  might 
have  been  legally  formed  with  such  power,  is  capable  of  taking  and 
holding  property  as  grantee  as  well  as  a  corporation  dejwfe,  and  con- 
veyances to  it  are  valid  as  to  all  the  world,  except  the  state  in  pro- 
ceedings in  quo  warranto,  or  other  direct  proceedings  to  inquire  into 
its  right  to  exercise  corporate  franchises.  And  in  an  action  by  it  to 
recover  such  property,  no  private  person  will  be  allowed  to  inquire 
collaterally  into  the  regularity  of  its  organization.  This  rule  is  not 
founded  upon  any  principle  of  estoppel,  as  is  sometimes  assumed,  but 
upon  the  broader  principles  of  common  justice  and  public  policy.  It 
would  be  unjust  and  intolerable  if,  under  such  circumstances,  every 
interloper  and  intruder  were  allowed  thus  to  take  advantage  of  every 
informality  or  irregularity  oi  organization. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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INDIANAPOLIS   FURNACE  CO.   v.   HERKIMER. 

1873.      46  Indiana,  142.1 

From  the  Marion  Circuit  Court. 

Hendricks,  Hord  <&  Hendricks  and  Test,  Burns  <&  Wright,  foi 
appellant. 

J.  E.  McDonald  and  J.  M.  Butler,  for  appellee. 

WoRDEN,  J.  Complaint  bj'  the  appellant  against  the  appellee  on  the 
following  paper  subscribed  b}'  tlie  defendant. 

"Articles  of  association  of  the  Indianapolis  Furnace  and  Mining 
Company,  organized  for  the  purpose  of  operating  in  the  counties  of 
Marion  and  Claj-,  in  the  State  of  Indiana. 

"  Article  First.  The  name  of  said  companj'  shall  be  the  Indianapolis 
Furnace  and  Mining  Company. 

"  Article  Second.  The  capital  stock  of  said  company  sbaJL^e^ne 
hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  be  divided  into  shares  of  fifty  dollars 
each,  to  be  paid  for  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be 
ordered  by  the  board  of  directors. 

' '  Article  Third.  The  stockholders  .gliaH  elect  directors,  who  shall 
from  their  number  elect  a  president,  secretary,  and  treasurer,  who  shall 
hold  their  office  for  one  year  and  until  their  successors  are  elected  and 
qualified. 

"  Article  Fourth.  The  board  of  directors  sh^JI^ve  the  control  and 
management  of  the  business  of  the  company,  except  as  they  may  ap- 
point some  one  or  more  persons  to  take  charge  of  the  same,  in  which 
case  the  record  of  the  action  of  the  board  in  appointing  them  shall  be 
evidence  of  their  authority  to  act  for  said  companj'. 

"Article  Fifth.  The  board  of  directors  gballhave  power  to  make 
assessments  on  stock,  collect  the  same,  issue  certificates  therefor,  and 
declare  and  pay  dividends,  which  shall  be  at  least  twice  a  year. 

"Article  Sixth.  All  the  expense  incurred  by  the  companj'  shall  be 
paid,  and  all  the  indebtedness  of  the  same  shall  likewise  be  discharged 
before  any  dividends  shall  be  paid  to  the  stockholders,  unless  the  direc- 
tors shall  direct  otherwise. 

"  Article  Seventh.  We,  the  undersigned,  hereby  subscribe  to  all  the 
foregoing  articles,  provisions,  conditions,  and  stipulations,  and  agree 
loathe  organiz.atiQiKjrf\ar\!PBaBany  as  therein  stated,  ^ipding  ourselves 
to_ta^^_and„J2a^or  the  number  of  shares  of  stock  set  opposite  our 
names  respective;^,  and  pay  for  the  same  at  such  times  and  in  such 
1  Only  part  of  the  opinion  is  given.  —  Ed. 
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amounts  as  the  board  of  directors  may  order  the  same  to  be  paid  for, 
without  relief  from  valuation  or  appraisement  laws. 

"  Subscribers'  Names.  No.  of  Shares. 

"  J.  D.  Herkimer,  by  D.  Root,  100." 

There  were  three  paragraphs  in  the  complaint,  each  counting  upon 
the  same  instrument,  in  each  of  which  it  was  alleged  that  at  the  time  of  _, 
the  execution  of  the  instrument  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  was  a     I 
duly  organized  corporation ;  but  it  is  not  alleged  in  either  paragraph 
that  after  the  execution  of  the  instrument  any  steps  were  taken  to  per-  ' 
feet  the  organization. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  each  paragraph,  assigning  for  cause  the 
want  of  a  statement  of  sufficient  facts,  but  the  demurrers  were  over- 
ruled, and  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant  then  answered, 

1.  By  general  denial. 

2.  Nul  tiel  corporation. 

3.  Nul  tiel  corporation,  setting  out  specially  the  omission  of  the  per- 
formance of  the  acts  required  by  the  statute,  in  order  to  perfect  the 
corporate  organization. 

4.  A  denial  of  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  sworn  to. 

Trial  by  the  court,  finding  and  judgment  for  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  having  unsuccessfully  moved  for  a  new  trial. 

We  ma^'  properly  here  notice  another  proposition,  which,  though  not 
perhaps  directl3'  involved,  is  in  some  measure  connected  with  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial.  We  are  of  opinion  that  a  radical  error  was 
committed  in  overruling  the  demurrers  to  the  several  paragraphs  of  the 
complaint.  The  articles  of  association  signed  by  the  defendant,  includ- 
ing his  subscription  for  stock,  were  verj'  clearly  mere  preliminaty 
articles,  contemplating  a  future  perfection  of  the  organization  as  a  cor- 
poration. The  defendant's  contract  did  not  purport  to  be  with  an  exist- 
ing corporation,  but  with  one  to  be  brought  into  existence  in  the  future. 
The  averment  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  the 
subscription  was  made,  an  existing  corporation,  cannot  change  the 
nature  and  legal  effect  of  the  defendant's  contract.  That  contract 
was,  in  legal  effect,  that  the  defendant  would  take  and  pay  for  the 
stock  subscribed  for,  in  case  the  organization  should  be  perfected  and 
the  corporation  brought  into  legal  existence,  and  not  otherwise.  Such 
preliminary  subscriptions  seem  to  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  corporation 
when  formed.     Measton  v.  The  Cincinnati,  etc.,  Railroad  Co.,  supra. 

But  unless  the  subsequent  steps,  necessary  to  bring  into  existence 
the  corporation,  were  taken,  there  was  no  corporation  to  whose  benefit 
the  contract  could  enure,  and  the  defendant  could  not  be  liable  ;  and  it 
should  have  been  averred  in  the  complaint  that  such  steps  had  been 
taken.      Wert  v.  The  Crav^ordsville  and  Alamo  Turnpike  Co.,  19 
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Ind.  242  ;  Williams  v.  The  Franklin  Township  Academical  Associa- 
tion, 26  Ind.  310. 

In  such  case,  the  estoppel  growing  out  of  a  contract  with  a  party  as 
an  existing  corporation  does  not  apply.  In  the  case  last  cited,  the 
court  say : 

"This  rule  of  estoppel  does  not  apply  to  a  suit  brought  on  a  sub- 
scription made  with  a  view  to  the  organization  of  a  corporation,  and  as 
preliminary  thereto,  where  other  acts  are  required  by  the  law  as  a  con- 
'  dition  precedent  to  the  exercise  of  corporate  powers." 

[The  court  then  held,  that,  under  the  statute,  it  was  an  indispensable 
prerequisite  to  the  legal  existence  of  the  corporation  that  a  certiflcate 
should  be  filed  in  the  ofllce  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  which  was  not 
done  in  the  present  case.] 

Now,  although  the  complaint  was  held  good,  the  pleas  of  nul  tiet 
corporation  put  in  issue  the  existence  of  the  corporation  ;  and  we  think, 
under  the  issues,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  such  existence  by 
showing  a  compliance  with  the  statutory  requisites.  The  burthen  was 
on  the  plaintiff,  because  the  defendant  was  not  estopped  by  his  con- 
tract to  dispute  the  existence  of  the  corporation,  and  because  the  per- 
fection of  the  organization  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover. 

We  now  proceed  to  consider  the  ground,  upon  which  it  is  claimed  that 
a  new  trial  should  have  been  grantedi  There  were  six  reasons  assigned 
for  a  new  trial.  [One  reason  was,  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  hear  the  tes- 
timony of  Horace  "W.  Hibbard,  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  told  him 
that  he  had  five  thousand  dollars  of  the  stock  of  said  company,  and 
offered  to  trade  the  same  to  him.  As  to  this  Worden,  J.,  said] :  The 
evidence  of  Hibbard  was  properly  rejected,  because  such  recognition  by 
the  defendant  of  the  existence  of  the  corporation  could  not  estop  him  to 
controvert  the  fact ;  nor  could  it  supply  the  omission  of  an  act  which 
the  law  requires  to  be  performed  before  the  corporation  can  be  called 
into  being. 

•  •••••  •■ 

Judgment  ielow  affirmed. 

1874.       ON  PETITION  FOR  A  REHEARING. 

Worden,  C.  J.  The  appellant  has  filed  a  petition  for  a  rehearing  in 
this  case,  claiming,  as  we  understand  the  argument,  that  as  it  was  shown 
by  averment  and  proof,  that  the  defendant's  contract  was  made  with 
an  existing  corporation,  it  should  be  treated  as  such  ;  and  therefore  it 
was  unnecessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  proper  steps  had 
been  taken  to  perfect  the  organization  of  the  corporation. 

In  the  original  opinion,  we  set  out  in  full  the  contract  entered  into 
by  the  defendant.  That  contract  very  clearly  was  not  with  an  existing 
corporation.  It  contemplated  a  future  organization  of  the  corporation, 
to  which  he  was  to  become  liable  on  his  subscription.  To  treat  him  as 
having  promised  to  pay  the  amount  of  his  subscription  to  a  corporation 
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■which  then  existed,  would  be  to  make  a  new  contract  for  him  in  place 
of  the  one  which  he  made  for  himself.  There  may  have  been  a  cor- 
poration of  the  same  name,  and  organized  for  the  same  purpose,  in 
existence  at  the  time  the  defendant  made  his  contract ;  but  if  so,  the 
contract  set  out  was  not  made  with  such  existing  corporation.  That 
contract  was  to  pay  a  corporation  to  be  thereafter  organized  and 
brought  into  existence.  The  ground  upon  which  a  party  who  has  con- 
tracted with  a  corporation  as  such  is  estopped  to  deny  its  existence,  is 
that  by  his  contract  he  has  recognized  the  existence  of  the  corporation. 

The  contract  in  question,  instead  of  purporting  to  be  made  with  an 
existing  corporation,  utterly  excludes  the  idea  of  its  present  existence, 
but  contemplates  the  future  organization  of  the  corporation,  to  which 
he  was  to  pay  the  amount  of  his  subscription. 

The  legal  effect  of  a  written  contract  cannot  be  thus  changed  by 
averment  or  parol  evidence. 

The  petition  for  a  rehearing  is  overruled. 


NEW  YORK  CABLE  CO.  v.   MAYOR,  ETC.,  OP  NEW  YOKK. 

1887.    104  Ntw  York,  1. 

Appeal  from  order  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  in 
the  first  judicial  department,  made  December  1, 1884,  denying  a  motion 
on  the  part  of  the  petitioner,  the  New  York  Cable  Railway  Company, 
to  confirm  the  report  of  commissioners  appointed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  to  determine  whether  the  railways  described  in  the  petition  of 
said  company  ought  to  be  constructed  and  operated. 

The  report  of  the  commissioners  was  in  favor  of  the  petitioner.  The 
refusal  to  confirm  tlieir  report  was  upon  the  ground  that  the  petitioner 
had  no  legal  right  to  construct  or  operate  a  railway. 

Rapallo,  J.  .  .  .  Third.  It  is  claimed  that  this  court  overlooked 
the  authorities  cited  on  the  appellants'  points,  to  the  effect  that  a  de- 
fect in  articles  of  association  or  in  the  affidavits  annexed  thereto,  is 
not  fatal  to  the  existence  of  a  corporation  or  its  faculty  to  acquire 
franchises,  but  that  the  State  alone  can  interpose  and  take  advantage 
of  such  defects. 

This  court  did  not  deem  it  necessary  to  comment  in  its  opinion  upon 
those  authorities,  for  the  simple  reason  that  we  did  not  deem  them 
applicable  to  the  case  at  bar.  In  order  to  sustain  proceedings  by  which 
a  body  claims  to  be  a  corporation,  and  as  such  empowered  to  exercise 
the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and  under  that  right  to  take  the  property 
of  a  citizen,  it  is  not  sufficient  that  it  be  a  corporation  de  facto.  It 
must  be  a  corporation  dejure.  Where  it  is  sought  to  take  the  property 
of  an  individual  under  powers  granted  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  to 
a  corporation  to  be  formed  in  a  particular  manner  therein  directed, 


260  GUCKERT  V.    HACKE. 

the  constitutional  protection  of  the  rights  of  private  property  requires 
that  the  powers  granted  by  the  legislature  be  strictly  pursued,  and  all 
the  prescribed  conditions  be  performed.  Where  the  power  is  conferred 
upon  a  corporation,  duly  formed,  it  will  not  be  defeated  simply  because 
the  corporation  has  done  or  omitted  some  act  which  may  be  a  cause  of 
forfeiture  of  its  rights  and  franchises,  for  it  rests  with  the  State  to 
determine  whether  such' forfeiture  will  be  enforced.  Judicial  proceed- 
ings are  necessary  to  enforce  such  a  forfeiture,  and  it  may  be  waived. 
That  was  the  point  to  which  the  opinion  in  the  matter  of  the  Brooklyn, 
etc.,  Bailroad-  Company  (72  N.  Y.  245),  cited  by  the  appellant  was 
directed.  It  was  assumed  that  this  distinction  was  well  understood, 
and  a  considerable  portion  of  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  the  present 
case  was  devoted  to  showing  that  the  omissions  and  defects  in  the 
organization  of  the  company  were  failures  to  comply  with  the  condi- 
tions precedent  to  the  existence  of  the  petitioner  as  a  corporation,  and 
the  exercise  by  it  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  instead  of  being 
mere  causes  of  forfeiture  of  rights  acquired. 


GUCKEET  V.  HACKE. 

1893.    159  Pennsylvania,  303. 

Assumpsit  against  incorporators  for  debt  of  corporation. 

At  the  trial  before  Porter,  J.,  it  appeared  that  plaintiff  entered  into 
a  contract  to  make  some  alterations  and  repairs  in  a  building  occupied 
by  the  Hughes  &  Gawthrop  Co.  In  October,  1890,  a  certificate  of  in- 
corporation in  proper  form  was  presented  by  the  Hughes  &  Gawthrop 
Co.  to  the  governor,  asking  for  a  charter.  The  certificate  was  ap- 
proved and  letters  patent  were  duly  issued.  All  of  the  details 
required  by  the  act  of  April  29,  1874,  P.  L.  77,  were  complied  with, 
excepting  only  the  recording  of  the  certificate  in  the  recorder's  df&ce 
of  Allegheny  County.  The  certificate  was  not  recorded  until  June, 
1891.  In  the  mean  time,  plaintiff,  without  knowledge  of  the  incorpo- 
ration, made  the  contract  with  Gawthrop,  upon  which  he  sued.  Sub- 
sequently he  accepted  a  note  for  the  debt,  signed  with  the  corporate 
name. 

Me.  Chief  Justice  Stekebtt.  It  is  essential  to  the  creation  of  a 
corporation  under  an  enabling  statute  that  all  material  provisions 
should  be  substantially  followed ;  and,  exemption  from  personal  lia- 
bility being  one  of  the  chief  characteristics  distinguishing  corpora- 
tions from  partnerships  and  unincorporated  joint  stock  companies,  it 
follows  that  those  who  transact  business  upon  the  strength  of  an 
organization  which  is  materially  defective  are  individually  liable,  as 
partners,  to  those  with  whom  they  have  dealt.  What  provisions  are 
material  must  be  gathered  from  the  relation  of  each  to  the  purpose  , 
and  scope  of  the  act ;  and  when,  therefore,  successive  steps  are  pre- 
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scribed  for  the  creation  of  corporations,  these  must  obviously  be  re- 
garded as  imperative.  Enabling  statutes,  on  the  principle  of  expressio 
unius  est  exclusio  alterius,  impliedly  prohibit  any  other  mode  of  doing 
the  act  which  they  authorize ;  they  must  be  strictly  construed :  Suth- 
erland on  Stat.  Construction,  sec.  454.  Hence  it  has  been  iiniformly 
held  that  requirements  in  respect  of  filing  charters  are  imperative : 
Childs  v.  Smith,  55  Barb.  45 ;  Smith  v.  Warden,  86  Mo.  382 ;  Abbott 
V.  Smelting  Co.,  4  Neb.  416 ;  Beach  on  Corporations,  sec.  162. 

It  is  plain  even  from  a  cursory  reading  of  the  act  of  April  29, 1874, 
P.  L.  77,  that  recording  of  the  certificate  "  in  the  office  for  the  record- 
ing of  deeds,  in  and  for  the  county  where  the  chief  operations  are  to 
be  carried  on,"  was  intended  to  be  made  one  of  the  conditions  pre- 
cedent to  corporate  existence.  That  was  the  last  of  successive  steps 
required  to  be  taken,  and  the  right  to  begin  the  transaction  of  cor- 
porate business  was  made  to  depend  upon  the  taking  of  that  step. 
"  From  thenceforth,"  the  act  expressly  declares,  the  subscribers  and 
their  associates  and  successors  "  shall  be  a  corporation  for  the  pur- 
poses and  upon  the  terms  named  in  the  said  charter."  One  of  the 
purposes  of  the  act  being  exemption  from  personal  liability  in  the 
transaction  of  business,  it  is  obviously  material  that  the  public  should 
have  notice,  and  notice  by  record  was  accordingly  prescribed.  Failure 
to  record  was  failure  to  comply  with  one  of  the  express  conditions  of 
incorporation,  and  consequently  of  exemption  from  liability. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  had  plaintiff  dealt  with  defendants  as  a 
corporation  he  would  have  been  estopped  from  claiming  against  them 
in  any  other  capacity,  even  though  they  failed  to  record  their  charter : 
Spahr  V.  Bank,  94  Pa.  429.  But  it  is  not  pretended  that  he  had  any 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  charter ;  and  there  was  certainly 
nothing,  either  in  the  name  under  which  they  did  business  or  in  their  — 4~. 
conduct,  which  should  have  put  him  upon  inquiry.  In  these  circum-  / 
stances  he  was  amply  justified  in  dealing  with  them  as  partners.  It 
was  through  their  default  —  not  his  —  that  they  were  so  treated;  and 
it  would  be  manifest  injustice  that  he  should  lose  his  admittedly  hon- 
est claim. 

In  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  the  acceptance  of  a  note 
from  the  defendants,  as  a  corporation,  after  plaintiff  had  performed 
his  part  of  the  contract,  cannot  operate  by  way  of  election  or  estoppel. 
The  relation  of  the  parties  was  fixed  by  their  status  when  the  original 
contract  was  made,  and  cannot  be  changed  by  gratuitous  inference. 
The  members  of  the  alleged  corporation  were  the  defendants,  and 
were  not  injured  by  the  acceptance  of  the  note.  The  principle  which 
treats  the  acceptance  of  a  note  as  additional  security  to  and  not  as 
satisfaction  of  a  mechanic's  lien  {Jones  v.  Shawhan,  4  W.  &  S.  257) 
is,  with  even  more  justice,  applicable  here. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  instructions  complained 
of  are  erroneous. 

Judgment  reversed  and  a  venire  facias  de  novo  awarded. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

COLLATERAL  ATTACK  UPON  THE  POWERS  OF  A  CORPORATION. 
HEREIN  OP  THE  EXPRESSION  "ULTRA  VISES." 


(a)  Executory  Transactions. 
ASHBURY    RAILWAY   CARRIAGE    &   IRON   CO.   v.   RICHE. 

1875.     Law  Reports,  7  House  of  Lords,  653.^ 

Mb.  John  Ashbdry  had  carried  on  at  two  places  in  Lancashire  a 
very  extensive  business  in  making  railway  carriages  and  waggons, 
turn-tables,  points,  crossings,  and  roofs,  and  otlier  things  of  a  like 
sort  needed  by  a  railway  companj-,  but  had  not  been  concerned  in  the 
construction  of  railways  themselves. 

A  company  called  "  The  Ashhury  Railway  Carriage  &  Iron  Com- 
pany,"  incorporated  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  was  started  for 
the  purpose  of  buying  Mr.  John  Ashbury's  business,  and  among  the 
other  articles  in  the  agreement  for  its  purchase  was  this,  that  the  said 
John  Ashbury  shall  not  be  interested  (except  as  shareholder  in  a 
company)  in  "  the  business  of  a  railway-carriage  maker,  iron  manu- 
facturer or  contractor,  or  any  other  business  or  branch  of  business 
theretofore  carried  on  by  him  at  the  said  works." 

A  Memorandum  of  Association  of  the  company,  dated  on  the  12th 
of  September,  1862,  was  drawn  up.  Bj'  the  3rd  clause  of  tliis  memo- 
randum of  association  the  objects  of  the  companj-  were  thus  defined : 
"The  objects  for  which  the  company  is  established  are  to  make  and 
sell,  or  lend  on  hire,  railway-carriages  and  waggons,  and  all  kinds  of 
railway  plant,  fittings,  machinery,  and  rolling-stock ;  to  carry  on  the 

1  Statement  abridged.  The  arguments  of  counsel  and  portions  of  the  opinion  of 
lyORp  Cairns,  are  omitted.  The  concurring  opinions  of  Lords  Chklmsfoed, 
Hatherlet,  O'Hagan,  and  Selborne  are  omitted.  — Ed. 
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business  of  mechanical  engineers  and  general  contractors  ;  to  purchase 
and  sell,  as  merchants,  timber,  coal,  metals,  or  other  materials ;  and  to 
buy  and  sell  any  such  materials  on  commission,  or  as  agents." 

[Portions  of  the  Articles  of  Association  are  set  forth  in  the  case.] 

In  1864  Mr.  Riche,  the  Defendant  in  Error,  was  carr^-ing  on  business 
in  Selgium,  in  partnership  with  his  brother  (since  deceased)  as  a  rail- 
way contractor.  On  the  14th  of  March,  1864,  the  Belgian  Government 
gi'anted  to  certain  persons  named  Gillon  and  Sertsoen  a  provisional 
concession  for  making  a  line  of  railway  from  Antwerp  to  Tournay,  the 
payment  of  two  sums  of  £4000  and  £16,000  being  settled  as  what  is 
called  "caution  money."  The  two  concessionaries  desired  a  company 
to  be  formed  to  carry  this  concession  into  effect.  It  was  agreed  that 
Messrs.  Riche  were  to  have  the  construction  of  the  line ;  and  in  the 
earlj'  part  of  1865  the  two  concessionaries  and  Messrs.  Riche  and  the 
directors  of  the  Ashhury  Company  met  together,  and  agreed  to  form  a 
company  (Societe  Anonyme)  to  work  the  concession.  The  arrangement 
was  for  the  Ashhury  Company  to  purchase  the  concession  from  Messrs. 
Gillon  for  .£70,000,  and  to  give  the  contract  for  its  construction  to 
Messrs.  Riche,  the  company  thus  becoming,  in  fact,  the  contractor  for 
the  construction  of  the  line.  In  this  negotiation  Mr.  James  Ashhury, 
one  of  the  directors  of  the  English  companj',  represented  that  company, 
and  entered  into  the  contracts.  Sir  Cusack  Roney  afterwards  acted  in 
the  same  character. 

The  formation  of  a  societe  anonyme  in  Belgium,  and  the  agreement 
with  Messrs.  Riche  that  they  should  construct  the  line  —  the  Ashhury 
company  undertaking  to  supply  the  societe  anonyme  with  the  requisite 
funds  —  was  said  to  have  been  adopted  because  the  rails,  &c.,  supplied 
by  a  Belgian  house  would  be  free  from  the  duty  that  the  Belgian  Gov- 
ernment imposed  on  rails  imported  from  England,  and  consequently 
the  profit  from  the  construction  of  the  line  would  be  increased. 
Messrs.  Riche  began  and  for  some  time  continued  the  works  for  the 
construction  of  the  line  ;  and  for  some  time,  too,  the  Ashhury  directors 
paid,  in  the  name  of  their  companj',  money  to  the  societe  anonyme  to 
which  Messrs.  Riche  had  become  entitled. 

DifHculties  about  payment  arose  as  the  work  went  on,  the  English 
shareholders  not  adopting  the  views  of  their  directors  as  to  the 
speculation. 

[The  case  sets  forth  various  proceedings  at  meetings  of  stockholders  ; 
the  claim  being  made  by  plaintiffs  counsel  that  the  stockholders  of  the 
Ashbury  Company  had  ratified  the  contract  entered  into  in  the  name  of 
the  Company.] 

The  Ashbury  Company  repudiated  the  contract  for  constructing  the 
line  as  one  ultra  vires.  Messrs.  Riche  brought  this  action  for  damages 
for  breach  of  contract.  The  case  was  referred  to  a  barrister  to  state  a 
special  case  ;  the  Court  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  inferences  of  fact. 

The  case  setting  forth  the  above  matters  was  first  heard  before  the 
Court  of  Exchequer.    Two  judges  against  one  decided  that  the  verdict 
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should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  tlie  Messrs.  Riche.  L.  R.  9  Exeh. 
224.  The  case  was  then  taken  on  error  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 
The  judges  in  that  Court  being  eqnallj'  divided,  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below  was  affirmed.  L.  R.  9  Exch.  249.  Error  was  then  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Watkin  Williams,  Q.C.,  and  Cohen,  Q.C.,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  eiTor 
(the  original  defendants). 

Giffard,  Q.C.,  and  Benjamin,  Q.C.  ( TP.  G.  Harrison  with  them), 
for  defendants  in  error  (the  original  plaintiffs). 

Lord  Cairns,  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  action  was  brought  bj-  the  Plaintiffs,  who  appear  to  be  con- 
tractors in  Belgium,  and  it  was  brought  for  damages  for  the  breach 
of  an  agreement  entered  into  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  sharehold- 
ers, constituting  the  Ashbury  Railway  Carriage  and  Iron  Company, 
LimAted. 

These  persons  constituted  a  companj'  established  under  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Act  of  1862.  I  think  j'our  Lordships  will  find  it 
necessary  to  consider  with  some  minuteness  some  of  the  leading  pro- 
visions of  that  Act  of  Parliament.  But,  in  the  first  place,  you  will 
find  it  convenient  to  ascertain  the  purposes  for  which  this  com])any 
was  formed,  and  then  the  nature  of  the  agreement,  or  contract,  for 
the  breach  of  which  the  present  action  was  brought. 

[After  discussing  the  above  points  and  quoting  from  the  opinion  of 
Bramwell,  B.,  in  L.  E.  9  Exch.  234.] 

My  Lords,  I  agree  entirely,  both  with  the  description  given  here  by 
Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  of  the  nature  of  the  contract  and  with  the  con- 
clusion at  which  he  arrived,  that  a  contract  of  tiiis  kind  was  not  within 
the  words  of  the  memorandum  of  association.  In  point  of  fact  it  was 
not  a  contract  in  which,  as  the  memorandum  of  association  implies,  the 
limited  company  were  to  be  the  employed,  they  were  the  employers. 
They  purchased  the  concession  of  a  railway  —  an  object  not  at  all  within 
the  memorandum  of  association ;  and  having  purchased  that,  they 
emploj-ed,  or  they  contracted  to  pay,  as  persons  employing,  the  Plain- 
tiffs in  the  present  action,  as  the  persons  who  were  to  construct  it. 
That  was  reversing  entirely  the  whole  hypothesis  of  the  memorandum 
of  association,  and  was  the  making  of  a  contract  not  included  within, 
but  foreign  to,  the  words  of  the  memorandum  of  association. 

Those  being  the  results  of  the  documents  to  which  I  have  referred. 
I  will  ask  j'our  Lordships  now  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  Act  oi'. 
Parliament  —  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act  of  1862  —  on  this  stat»< 
of  things.  And  here,  my  Lords,  I  cannot  but  regret  that  hy  the  tw-s 
Judges  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  the  accurate  and  precise  bearing  rf 
that  Act  of  Parliament  upon  the  present  case  appears  to  me  to  havB 
been  entirely  overlooked  or  misapprehended  :  and  that  in  the  Court  Of 
Exchequer  Chamber,  speaking  of  the  opinion  of  those  learned  Judges 
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who  thought  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  should  be 
maintained,  the  weight  which  was  given  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
of  Parliament  appears  to  me  to  have  entirely  fallen  short  of  that  which 
ought  to  have  been  given  to  it.  Your  Lordships  are  well  aware  that 
this  is  the  Act  which  put  upon  its  present  permanent  footing  the  regu- 
lation of  joint  stock  companies,  and  more  especially  of  those  joint 
stock  companies  which  were  to  be  authorized  to  trade  with  a  limit  to 
their  liability'. 

The  provisions  under  which  that  system  of  limiting  liability  was 
inaugurated,  were  provisions  not  merely,  perhaps  I  might  say  not 
mainly,  for  the  benefit  of  the  shareholders  for  the  time  being  in  the 
company,  but  were  enactments  intended  also  to  provide  for  the  inter- 
ests of  two  other  very  important  bodies ;  in  the  first  place,  those  who 
might  become  shareholders  in  succession  to  the  persons  who  were 
shareholders  for  the  time  being ;  and,  secondly-,  the  outside  public,  and 
more  particularly  those  who  might  be  creditors  of  companies  of  this 
kind.  And  I  will  ask  your  Lordships  to  observe,  as  I  refer  to  some  of 
the  clauses,  the  marked  and  entire  difference  there  is  between  the  two 
documents  which  form  the  title  deeds  of  companies  of  this  description 
—  I  mean  the  Memorandum  of  Association  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
Articles  of  Association  on  the  other  hand.  With  regard  to  the  memo- 
randum of  association,  j'oiir  Lordships  will  find,  as  has  often  already 
been  pointed  out,  although  it  appears  somewhat  to  have  been  over- 
looked in  the  present  case,  that  that  is,  as  it  were,  the  charter,  and 
defines  the  limitation  of  tlie  powers  of  a  companj-  to  be  established 
under  the  Act.  With  regard  to  the  articles  of  association,  those  ar- 
ticles plaj-  a  part  subsidiarj-  to  the  memorandum  of  association.  They 
accept  the  memorandum  of  association  as  the  charter  of  incorporation 
of  the  compan}-,  and  so  accepting  it,  the  articles  proceed  to  de- 
fine the  duties,  the  rights  and  the  powers  of  the  governing  body  as 
between  themselves  and  the  company  at  large,  and  the  mode  and  form 
in  which  the  business  of  the  company  is  to  be  carried  on,  and  the 
mode  and  form  in  which  changes  in  the  internal  regulations  of  the 
company  may  from  time  to  time  be  made.  With  regard,  therefore, 
to  the  memorandum  of  association,  if  3-ou  find  anj-thing  which  goes 
beyond  that  memorandum.,  or  is  not  warranted  by  it,  the  question  will 
arise  whether  that  which  is  so  done  is  ultra  vires,  not  onl^'  of  the 
directors  of  the  company,  but  of  the  company  Itself.  With  regard  to 
the  articles  of  association,  if  you  find  anything  which,  still  keeping 
within  the  memorandum  of  association,  is  a  violation  of  the  articles 
of  association,  or  in  excess  of  them,  the  question  will  arise  whether 
that  is  anything  more  than  an  act  extra  vires  the  directors,  but  intra 
vires  the  company. 

[Here  his  Lordship  quoted  and  commented  upon  various  clauses  of 
the  Companies  Act  of  1862.] 

The  memorandum  of  association  is,  as  it  were,  the  area  beyond 
which  the  action  of  the  company  cannot  go  ;  inside  that  area  the  share- 
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holders  may  make  such  regulations  for  their  own  government  as  they 
think  fit. 

Now,  my  Lords,  bearing  in  mind  the  difference  which  I  have  just 
taken  the  hberty  of  pointing  out  to  your  Lordships  between  the 
memorandum  arid  the  articles,  we  arrive  at  once  at  all  which  appears 
to  me  to  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  this  case.  I  have  used 
the  expressions  extra  vires  and  intra  vires.  I  prefer  either  expression 
very  much  to  one  which  occasionally  has  been  used  in  the  judgments  in 
the  present  case,  and  has  also  been  used  in  other  cases,  the  expression 
'■  illegality." 

In  a  case  such  as  that  which  your  Lordships  have  now  to  deal  with, 
it  is  not  a  question  whether  the  contract  sued  upon  involves  that  which 
is  malum  prohibitum  or  malum,  in  se,  or  is  a  contract  contrary  to 
public  policy,  and  illegal  in  itself.  I  assume  the  contract  in  itself  to  be 
perfectly  legal,  to  have  nothing  in  it  obnoxious  to  the  doctrine  involved 
in  the  expressions  which  I  have  used.  The  question  is  not  as  to  the 
legality  of  the  contract ;  the  question  is  as  to  the  competency  and  power 
of  the  company  to  make  the  contract.  Now,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  this  contract  was  entirely,  as  I  have  said,  beyond  the  objects  in 
the  memorandum  of  association.  If  so,  it  was  thereby  placed  be}'ond 
the  powers  of  the  company  to  make  the  contract.  If  so,  my  Lords,  it 
is  not  a  question  whether  the  contract  ever  was  ratified  or  was  not 
ratified.  If  it  was  a  contract  void  at  its  beginning,  it  was  void  because 
the  company  could  not  make  the  contract.  If  every  shareholder  of  the 
company  had  been  in  the  room,  and  every  shareholder  of  the  company 
had  said,  "That  is  a  contract  which  we  desire  to  make,  which  we 
authorize  the  directors  to  make,  to  which  we  sanction  the  placing  the 
seal  of  the  companj',"  the  case  would  not  have  stood  in  any  different 
position  from  that  in  which  it  stands  now.  The  shareholders  would 
thereby,  by  unanimous  consent,  have  been  attempting  to  do  the  very 
thing  which,  by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  they  were  prohibited  from  dbing. 

But,  my  Lords,  if  the  shareholders  of  this  companj'  could  not  ab 
ante  have  authorized  a  contract  of  this  kind  to  be  made,  how  could 
they  subsequently  sanction  the  contract  after  it  had,  in  point  of  fact, 
been  made.  I  endeavoured  to  follow  as  accurately  as  I  could,  the  very 
able  argument  of  Mr.  Benjamin  at  your  Lordships'  Bar  on  this  point ; 
but  it  appeared  to  me  that  this  was  a  difHcultj'  with  which  he  was 
entirely  unable  to  grapple.  He  endeavoured  to  contend  that  when  the 
shareholders  had  found  that  something  had  been  done  by  the  directors 
which  ought  not  to  have  been  done,  they  might  be  authorized  to  make 
the  best  thej'  could  of  a  difficulty  into  which  they  had  thus  been  thrown, 
and  therefrom  might  be  deemed  to  possess  power  to  sanction  the  con- 
tract being  proceeded  with.  My  Lords,  I  am  unable  to  adopt  that 
suggestion.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  would  be  perfectly  fatal  to  the 
whole  scheme  of  legislation  to  which  I  have  referred,  if  you  were  to 
hold  that,  in  the  first  place,  directors  might  do  that  which  even  the 
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whole  company  could  not  do,  and  that  then,  the  shareholders  finding 
out  what  had  been  done,  could  sanction,  subsequently,  what  they  could 
not  antecedently  have  authorized. 

My  Lords,  if  this  be  the  proper  view  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  it 
reconciles,  as  it  appears  to  me,  the  opinion  of  all  the  Judges  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber ;  because  I  find  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn, 
whose  judgment  was  concurred  in  by  two  other  Judges  who  tools  the 
same  view,  expressing  himself  thus  : '  "  I  do  not  entertain  any  doubt 
that  if,  on  the  true  construction  of  a  statute  creating  a  corporation  it 
appears  to  be  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  expressed  or  implied, 
that  the  corporation  shall  not  enter  into  a  particular  contract,  every 
Court,  whether  of  law  or  equity,  is  bound  to  treat  a  contract  entered 
into  contrary  to  the  enactment  as  illegal,  and-  therefore  wholly  void, 
and  to  hold  that  a  contract  wholly  void  cannot  be  ratified."  M^-  Lords, 
that  sums  up  and  exhausts  the  whole  case.  In  mj'  opinion,  beyond  all 
doubt,  on  the  true  construction  of  the  statute  of  1862,  creating  this 
corporation,  it  appears  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  not 
implied,  but  actually  expressed,  that  the  corporation  should  not  enter, 
having  regard  to  its  memorandum  of  association,  into  a  contract  of  this 
description.  If  so,  according  to  the  words  of  Mr.  Justice  JBlackburn, 
every  Court,  whether  of  law  or  of  equity,  is  bound  to  treat  that  contract, 
entered  into  contrary  to  the  enactment,  I  will  not  saj'  as  illegal,  but  as 
extra  vires,  and  wholly  null  and  void,  and  to  hold  also  that  a  contract 
wholl3'  void  cannot  be  ratified. 

My  Lords,  that  relieves  me,  and,  if  your  Lordships  agree  with  me, 
relieves  j'our  Lordships  from  anj'  question  with  regard  to  ratification. 
I  am  bound  to  say  that  if  ratification  had  to  be  considered  I  have  found 
in  this  case  no  evidence  which  to  my  mind  is  at  all  suflBcient  to  prove 
ratification  ;  but  I  desire  to  say  that  I  do  not  wish  to  found  my  opin- 
ion on  any  question  of  ratification.  This  contract,  in  my  judgment, 
could  not  have  been  ratified  by  the  unanimous  assent  of  the  whole 
corporation. 

I  have  only  to  add  to  what  I  have  already  said,  that  I  observe  that 
some  cases  have  been  referred  to  here  —  those  arising  out  [of]  the 
Agriculturist  Cattle  Insurance  Company  in  your  Lordships'  House,' 
and  the  case  of  the  Phosphate  of  lAme  Company  v.  Green,  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  * — as  if  they  had  some  bearing  on  the  present  ques- 
tion. Those  cases  have  a  bearing  upon  some  of  the  observations  with 
which  I  have  troubled  j-our  Lordships.  They  are  cases  which  illustrate 
extremely  well  what  I  have  said  just  now^^hat  the  articles  of  association 
of  a  company  of  this  kind  are  the  documents  whicn  denne  ihe  power 
dflllrectors  as  between  themselves  and  the  company.  In  those  cases 
which  I  have  mentioned  the  whole  question  was,  whether  the  directors 

1  Law  Rep.  9  Ex.  262. 

2  Spackman  v.  Evans,  Law  Rep.  3  H.  L.  171;  Evans  v.  Smallcombe,  Ibid.  249 
UiiiUs/jmifi  V.  Evans.  Ibid.  263. 

8  Law  Rep.  7  C.  P.  43. 
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had  gone  beyond  tlie  powers  which  were  intrusted  to  them,  and  by 
which  their  authority  was  limited  under  the  articles  of  association,  or 
whether  that  which  had  been  agreed  to  had  been  duly  performed.  In 
no  one  of  those  cases  was  there  any  question  as  to  whether  the  power 
of  the  whole  company  had  been  exceeded. 

Those  cases  have  no  application  whatever  to  the  present  case.  The 
present  case  stands  upon  the  power,  not  of  the  directors  alone,  but  of 
the  whole  company  as  settled  by  the  Act  of  Parliament. 

My  Lords,  for  the  reasons  which  I  have  thus  endeavored  to  express, 
I  submit  to  your  Lordships  and  move  your  Lordships  that  the  judgment 
in  the  present  case  should  be  reversed,  and  judgment  entered  for  the 
Defendants. 


\ 

CENTRAL  TEANSPORTATION  CO.   v.  PULLMAN'S  CAE  CO. 

1890.    139  United  States,  24. 

A  COKPOBATION,  formed  by  articles  of  association,  called  a  certificate 
or  charter,  under  the  general  laws  of  Pennsylvania  concerning  manu- 
facturing companies,  with  a  certain  capital  stock,  for  twenty  years, 
for  "the  transportation  of  passengers  in  railroad  cars  constructed  and 
owned  by  the  said  company  "  under  certain  patents,  carried  on  the  busi- 
ness of  manufacturing  sleeping  cars  under  its  patents,  and  of  hiring  or 
letting  the  cars  to  railroad  companies  by  written  contracts,  receiving 
a  revenue  from  the  sale  of  berths  and  accommodations  to  passengers. 
Seven  years  afterwards,  by  a  special  act  of  the  legislature  of  Penn- 
sylvania, the  charter  was  extended  for  ninety-nine  years,  and  the  cor- 
poration was  empowered  to  double  its  capital  stock,  and  "  to  enter  into 
contracts  with  corporations  of  this  or  any  other  State  for  the  leasing  or 
hiring  and  transfer  to  them,  or  any  of  them,  of  its  railway  cars  and  otfher 
personal  property."  The  corporation  forthwith  entered  into  an  inden- 
ture with  a  corporation  of  another  State  engaged  in  a  similar  business,  by 
which  it  leased  and  transferred  to  that  corporation  all  its  cars,  railroad 
contracts,  patent  rights  and  other  personal  property,  moneys,  credits 
and  rights  of  action,  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  except  so  far 
as  the  contracts  and  patents  should  expire  sooner ;  and  covenanted  not 
to  "  engage  in  the  business  of  manufacturing,  using,  or  hiring  sleeping 
cars  "  while  the  indenture  should  remain  in  force ;  and  the  lessee  cov- 
enanted to  pay  all  existing  debts  of  the  lessor,  and  to  pay  to  the  lessor 
annually  the  sum  of  $264,000,  during  the  entire  term  of  ninety-nine 
years,  unless  the  indenture  should  be  sooner  terminated  as  therein 
provided.  The  question  was  whether  an  action  could  be  maintained 
by  the  lessor  upon  this  contract  to  recover  the  sums  thereby  payable 
for  a  period  during  which  the  lessee  had  enjoyed  the  benefits  of  the 
contract. 
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Mb.  Justice  Gray.  .  .  .  The  clear  result  of  these  deeisiotia  may  be 
summed  up  thus :  The  charter  of  a  corporation,  read  in  the  light  of 
any  general  laws  which  are  applicable,  is  the  measure  of  its  powers, 
and  the  enumeration  of  those  powers  implies  the  exclusion  of  all  others 
not  fairly  incidental,  f^l  contracts  made  by  a  corporation  beyond  the 
scope  of  those  powers  are  unlawful  and  void,  and  no  action  can  be 
maintained  upon  them  in  the  courts,  and  this  upon  three  distinct  ^  jJiAi  A 
%XQmxA^f  the  obligation  of  every  one  contracting  with  a  corporation,  "  1/^^^  ' 
to  take  notice  of  the  legal  limits  of  its  powers ^Ltbe  interest  of  the  \j 
stockholders,  not  to  be  subjected  to  risks  which  they  have  never  under- 
taken'^^nd,  above  all,  the  interest  of  the  public,  that  the  corporation 
shall  not  transcend  the  powers  conferred  upon  it  by  la^^  A  corpora- 
tion cannot,  without  the  assent  of  the  legislature,  transfer  its  franchise 
to  another  corporation,  and  abnegate  the  performance  of  the  duties  to 
the  public,  imposed  upon  it  by  its  charter  as  the  consideration  for  the 
grant  of  its  franchise.  Neither  the  grant  of  a  franchise  to  transport 
passengers,  nor  a  general  authority  to  sell  and  dispose  of  property, 
empowers  the  grantee,  while  it  continues  to  exist  as  a  corporation,  to 
sell  or  to  lease  its  entire  property  and  franchise  to  another  corporation. 
These  principles  apply  equally  to  companies  incorporated  by  special 
charter  from  the  legislature,  and  to  those  formed  by  articles  of  asso-  i  ^ 
elation  under  general  laws.  -\'  /^  ' 

The  view  which  this  court  has  taken  of  the  question  presented  by 
this  branch  of  the  case,  and  the  only  view  which  appears  to  us  con- 
sistent with  legal  principles,  is  as  follows  :  — 

T^  contract  of  a  corporation,  which  is  ultra  vires,  in  the  proper  sense, 
that  is  to  say,  outside  the  object  of  its  creation  as  defined  in  the  law  , 

of  its  organization,  and  therefore  beyond  the  powers  conferred  upon     /? itJvAJi  (K^ 
it  by  the  legislature,  is  not  voidable  only,  but  wholly  void,  and  of  no    '■1^^^^'^' 
legal  effect.     The  objection  to  the  contract  is,  not  merely  that  the  cor-     ^ 
poration  ought  not  to  have  made  it,  but  that  it  could  not  ma,ke  it.   The 
contract  cannot  be  ratified  by  either  party,  because  it  could  not  have 
been  authorized  by  either.     No  performance  on  either  side  can  give 
the  unlawful  c(inteact  any  validity,  or  be  the  foundation  of  any  right 
of  action  upon  itTj 

When  a  corporation  is  acting  within  the  general  scope  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  it  by  the  legislature,  the  corporation,  as  well  as  persons 
contracting  with  it,  may  be  estopped  to  deny  that  it  has  complied  with 
the  legal  formalities  which  are  prerequisites  to  its  existence  or  to  its 
action,  because  such  requisites  might  in  fact  have  been  complied  with. 
But  when  the  contract  is  beyond  the  powers  conferred  upon  it  by  ex- 
isting laws,  neither  the  corporation,  nor  the  other  party  to  the  contract, 
can  be  estopped,  by  assenting  to  it,  or  by  acting  upon  it,  to  show  that 
it  was  prohibited  by  those  laws. 

The  doctrine  of  the  common  law,  by  which  a  tenant  of  real  estate  is 
estopped  to  deny  his  landlord's  title,  has  never  been  considered  by  this 
court  as  applicable  to  leases  by  railroad  corporations  of  their  roads  and 
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franchises.  It  certainly  has  no  bearing  upon  the  question  whether  this 
defendant  may  set  up  that  the  lease  sued  on,  which  is  not  of  real 
estate,  but  of  personal  property,  and  which  includes,  as  inseparable 
from  the  other  property  transferred,  the  inalienable  franchise  of  the 
plaintiff,  is  unlawful  and  void,  for  want  of  legal  capacity  in  the  plain- 
tiff to  make  it. 

A  contract  ultra  wires  being  unlawful  and  void,  not  because  it  is  in 
itself  immoral,  but  because  the  corporation,  by  the  law  of  its  creation, 
is  incapable  of  making  it,  the  courts,  while  refusing  to  maintain  any 
action  upon  the  unlawful  contract,  have  always  striven  to  do  justice 
between  the  parties,  so  far  as  could  be  done  consistently  with  adher- 
ence to  law,  by  permitting  property  or  money,  parted  with  on  the  faith 
of  the  unlawful  contract,  to  be  recovered  back,  or  compensation  to  be 
made  for  it. 

In  such  case,  however,  the  action  is  not  maintained  upon.the  unlaw- 
ful contract,  nor  according  to  its  terms ;  but  on  an  implied  contract  of 
the  defendant  to  return,  or,  failing  to  do  that,  to  make  compensation 
for,  property  or  money  which  it  has  no  right  to  retain.  To  maintain 
such  an  action  is  not  to  affirm,  but  to  disaffirm,  the  unlawful  contract. 

The  ground  and  the  limits  of  the  rule  concerning  the  remedy,  in 
the  case  of  a  contract  ultra  vires,  which  has  been  partly  performed,  and 
under  which  property  has  passed,  can  hardly  be  summed  up  better 
than  they  were  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller  in  a  passage  already  quoted, 
where  he  said  that  the  rule  "  stands  upon  the  broad  ground  that  the 
contract  itself  is  void,  and  that  nothing  which  has  been  done  under  it, 
nor  the  action  of  the  court,  can  infuse  any  vitality  into  it ;  "  and  that 
"  where  the  parties  have  so  far  acted  under  such  a  contract  that  they 
cannot  be  restored  to  their  original  condition,  the  court  inquires  if 
relief  can  be  given  independently  of  the  contract,  or  whether  it  will 
refuse  to  interfere  as  the  matter  stands."  Pennsylvania  Railroad  v. 
St.  Louis,  &e.,  Railroad,  118  U.  S.  317. 

Whether  this  plaintiff  could  maintain  any  action  against  this  defend- 
ant, in  the  nature  of  a  qitantum  meruit,  or  otherwise,  independently 
of  the  contract,  need  not  be  considered,  because  it  is  not  presented  by 
this  record,  and  has  not  been  argued.  This  action,  according  to  the 
declaration  and  the  evidence,  was  brought  and  prosecuted  for  the  single 
purpose  of  recovering  sums  which  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  pay 
by  the  unlawful  contract,  and  which,  for  the  reasons  and  upon  the 
authorities  above  stated,  the  defendant  is  not  liable  for. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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JEMISON  V.   CITIZENS'   SAVINGS  BANK. 

1890.     122  New  York,  135.1 

Appeal  from  General  Term  of  Supreme  Court  in  First  Judicial  De 
partment,  afHrming  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defendant. 

Francis  C.  Barlow,  for  appellant. 

Benjamin  H.  Briatow,  and  William  D.  Outhrie,  for  respondent. 

Haight,  J.  The  plaintiffs  were  commission  merchants  and  members 
of  the  Cotton  Exchange  of  the  citj-  of  New  York.  The  defendant  was 
a  savings  bank  and  trust  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  Texas. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  commissions,  and  for  money 
claimed  to  have  been  expended  for  the  defendant  on  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  cotton  futures. 

The  defense  was  that  the  defendant,  as  a  savings  bank  and  trust  cor- 
poration, had  no  power  or  authority'  to  deal  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
cotton  for  future  delivery,  or  in  contracts  for  the  purpose  of  specula- 
tion ;  that  in  the  transaction  alleged  in  the  complaint  it  acted  as  the 
agent  of  one  Albert  P.  Clopton,  of  Jefferson,  Texas,  and  that  the  fact 
that  he  was  the  principal  for  whom  the  defendant  acted  was  disclosed 
and  well  known  to  the  plaintiffs  prior  to  the  time  of  the  transaction 
referred  to. 

Whilst  tiie  fact  distinctly  appears  from  the  correspondence  between 
the  parties  that  the  defendant  was  acting  for  "  good  responsible  cus- 
tomers," the  General  Term  was  of  the  opinion  that  this  defense  could 
not  be  sustained  for  the  reason  that  the  defendant  did  not  disclose  the 
name  of  its  principal  at  the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  orders  complained 
of  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  cotton  futures.  Had  this  defense  been 
sustained,  the  principal  and  not  the  defendant,  his  agent,  would  have 
been  liable.  Without  stopping  to  consider  the  evidence  we  shall  as- 
sume that  this  defense  was  not  established,  and  proceed  to  consider  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  defendant  was  liable  as  principal. 

Transactions  between  the  parties  commenced  in  January,  1879,  by  a 
letter  from  J.  H.  Parsons,  as  cashier  of  the  defendant,  asking  the 
plaintiffs  the  amount  of  margin  and  commission  thej'  required  for  the 
purchase  of  cotton  futures.  The  plaintiffs  answered,  giving  the  amount, 
and  this  was  followed  by  an  order  by  telegraph  from  Parsons,  as  cashier, 
under  date  of  Feljruary  tenth,  to  buy  100  bales,  June  delivery,  and  on 
the  same  day  he  wrote  the  plaintiffs  that  the  order  was  made  for  one  of 
their  customers  who  had  deposited  8250,  as  per  their  favor  of  the  twen- 
tj'-seventh  ult.  Other  orders  followed,  the  final  result  of  which  was  a 
loss,  to  recover  which  this  action  was  brought.  At  the  time  Parsons 
was  the  cashier  of  the  defendant,  possessing  the  powers  and  duties  in- 
cident to  the  oflSce  under  the  chartei-,  constitution  and  bj-laws,  having 
the  general  charge  of  the  business  of  the  bank  and  the  supervision  of  the 

1  Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed, 


272  JEMISOX   V.    CITIZENS    SAVINGS   BANK. 

concern,  and  inasmuch  as  the  answer  alleges  that  the  transactions 
referred  to  in  the  complaint  were  had  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
defendant  acting  as  agent,  we  shall  treat  him  as  possessing  all  of  the 
authorit3-  to  act  in  the  premises  that  the  directors  of  the  defendant  had 
the  power  to  give.  This  brings  us  to  the  question  whether  or  not  the 
defendant  had  the  power  to  make  the  orders  in  question. 

Whilst  the  buj'ing  and  selling  of  cotton  to  be  delivered  in  the  future, 
may  not  ordinarilj-  be  immoral  or  prohibited  by  any  statute,  it  is  not 
included  in  the  powers  given  to  the  defendant  by  its  charter.  The 
transaction  in  question  was  prejudicial  to  its  stockholders  and  tended  to 
endanger  and  destroj'  the  safeguards  provided  for  the  depositors.  The 
stockholders  and  depositors  had  the  right  to  have  their  funds  invested 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  charter  and  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  state,  and  in  so  far  as  this  right  was  violated  by  the 
transaction  in  question  it  was  a  misappropriation  of  the  funds  and 
immoral. 

It  is  contended  that  the  defense  of  ultra  vires  is  not  available  in  this 
ease,  for  the  reason  that  the  contract  had  been  executed  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiffs  and  that  the  defendant  is  estopped  from  setting  up  the 
defense.  In  the  case  of  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow  (63  N.  Y.  62) 
the  plaintiff  was  a  corporation  organized  for  the  purpose  of  manufac- 
turing ever^'  variety  of  fire-arras  and  other  implements  of  war,  and  all 
kinds  of  machinery  adapted  to  the  construction  thereof  It  entered  . 
into  a  contract  with  the  American  Seal  Lock  Companj'  to  manufacture 
and  deliver  10,000  locks.  The  locks  having  been  delivered,  it  was  held 
that  the  contract  was  full^'  executed  and  that  the  plea  of  ultra  vires 
would  not  prevail  as  a  defense  to  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  con- 
tract price.  We  do  not  question  the  rule  thus  invoked.  It  has  been 
repeatedly  declared  in  other  cases,  as,  for  instance,  in  Parish  v.  Wheeler 
(22  N.  Y.  494),  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  railroad  company  having 
purchased  and  received  a  steamboat  could  be  compelled  to  pay  for  it, 
although  the  power  to  purchase  such  boat  was  not  included  in  its  char- 
ter. But  this  doctrine  has  no  application  to  executory  contracts  which 
are  sought  to  be  made  the  foundation  of  an  action,  or  to  contracts  that 
are  prohibited  as  against  public  policy  or  immoral.  (Nassau  Bank  v. 
Jones,  supra;  P.  C.  &  8.  L.  R.  Co.  -v.  K.  <&  H.  B.  Go.  131  U.  S. 
871-389.) 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  transaction  as  we  have  seen  was  not  only  im- 
moral and  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  stockholders  and  depositors, 
but  the  defendant  had  received  nothing  by  virtue  of  it.  The  cotton 
had  been  purchased  by  the  plaintiffs  in  their  own  name,  they  taking 
title  thereto  and  holding  it  upon  the  defendant's  account.  It  was  pur- 
chased under  the  rules  of  the  Cotton  Exchange  of  the  city  of  New  York 
in  which  the  members  doing  business  therein  with  other  members  act 
as  principals  and  are  liable  as  such.  The  most  that  can  be  claimed  is 
that  they  held  the  cotton  or  the  contracts  therefor  subject  to  the  call  or 
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order  of  the  defendant.  There  had  heen  no  delivery  of  any  cotton  or 
property  of  any  kind,  or  transfer  of  any  title  to  such  property  to  the 
defendant.  If  the  steamboat  had  never  been  delivered  to  the  railroad 
company  so  as  to  transfer  the  title  thereto,  or  if  the  10,000  locks  had 
never  been  delivered  to  the  American  Seal  Lock  Company,  very  differ- 
ent questions  would  have  been  presented  in  the  cases  to  which  we  have 
called  attention.  We  consequently  are  of  the  opinion  that  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case  the  defence  of  ultra  vires  is  still  available  to 
the  defendant. 

The  claim  is  made  on  behalf  of  the  appellants  that  the  defendant,  in 
making  the  orders,  acted  as  an  agent  for  an  undisclosed  principal,  and 
is,  therefore,  liable  as  such.  If  the  defendant  had  no  power  to  engage 
in  the  business  as  principal  we  do  not  understand  what  right  it  had  to 
do  so  as  an  agent,  but  conceding  that  it  was  an  agent  and  that  the  or- 
ders were  made  for  and  on  behalf  of  Clopton,  then  this  action  should 
have  been  brought  against  Clopton  instead  of  the  defendant.  But  it  is 
claimed  that  the  defendant  neglected  to  disclose  its  principal  at  the  time 
of  making  the  orders  and  for  that  reason  it  is  liable  ;  but  if  it  neglected 
to  disclose  its  principal,  so  far  as  this  action  with  the  plaintiffs  is  con- 
cerned, it  must  be  regarded  as  principal  and  liable  as  such,  and  if  a 
principal  then  the  question  of  ultra  vires  arises.  The  plaintiffs  cannot 
sustain  their  action  upon  the  two  theories,  for  they  lead  in  different 
directions.  They  cannot  proceed  upon  the  theory  that  the  defendant 
was  an  agent,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  question  of  ultra  vires, 
and  then  upon  the  theory  that  the  defendant  was  a  principal,  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  a  right  to  recover.  Undoubtedly  a  person  may 
in  fact  be  an  agent  and  still  bind  himself  as  a  principal,  but  if  he  is 
proceeded  against  as  a  principal  he  is  entitled  to  all  of  the  rights  and 
privileges  that  the  law  gives  to  a  person  occupying  that  position. 

We  consequently  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be 
aflBrmed,  with  costs. 

All  concur. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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BISSELL  V.  THE  MICHIGAN  SOUTHERN"  AND  NORTHERN 
INDIANA  RAILROAD  COMPANIES. 

I860.    22  New  York,  258. 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court.     The  trial  was  before  referees. 

The  defendant  railroads  operated  a  railroad  in  the  State  of  Illinois. 
Neither  had  authority  under  its  charter  to  operate  such  railroad.  On 
the  25th  day  of  April,  1863,  the  defendants  took  into  a  train  of  their 
cars  near  Chicago,  in  the  State  of  Illinois^  the  plaintiff  and  his  baggage, 
as  a  passenger  therein,  to  Toledo,  for  fare  and  reward.  While  the  plain- 
tiff was  on  the  defendants'  cars,  and  while  being  conveyed  by  them 
eastward  on  said  road,  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  the  defendants'  cars 
were  run  carelessly,  at  a  hazardous  speed  at  the  crossing  of  the  Illinois 
Central  Railroad,  and  the  road  occupied  and  run  by  the  defendants ;  by 
means  whereof  the  defendants'  cars  run  into  and  came  in  collision  with 
a  train  of  cars  then  running  on  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad,  across  the 
said  road  owned  and  occupied  by  the  defendants,  and  a  passenger  car 
of  the  defendants',  which  the  plaintiff  occupied,  was  broken  to  pieces, 
and  the  plaintiff  damaged  and  injured  in  his  person  and  property. 

The  referees  reported  in  the  plaintiffs  favor  for  $2,500,  for  which 
judgment  was  entered ;  and  such  judgment  having  been  affirmed  at 
general  term  in  the  sixth  district,  the  defendants  appealed  to  this 
court. 

Charles  Tracy,  for  the  appellants. 

Amasa  J.  Parker,  for  the  respondent. 

CoMSTOCK,  Ch.  J.  A  general  statement  of  the  plaintiff's  case  is,  that 
the  two  corporations  defendant  were  jointly  engaged  in  the  business 
of  carrying  passengers  and  freight  between  Chicago  and  Lake  Erie, 
through  a  part  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  through  the  States  of 
Indiana  and  Michigan,  by  three  connected  railroads  which  they  owned 
or  controlled,  and  the  business  of  which  was  managed  under  a  consoli- 
dated arrangement  which  bad  been  in  force  between  the  defendants  for 
some  time  previous  to  the  injury  complained  of ;  that,  being  so  engaged, 
the}-  undertook  and  assumed  to  carry  him,  the  plaintiff',  as  a  passenger 
from  Chicago,  or  a  point  near  that  place,  eastward  over  the  consolidated 
line  of  road ;  that  he  took  his  seat  in  their  cars  accordingly,  and  that 
during  the  transit  he  was  injured  by  an  accident  which  happened 
through  their  carelessness  and  neglect.  Assuming  the  truth  of  this 
statement,  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover.  But  the 
defendants  deny  the  legal  truth  of  these  facts,  because  one  of  the  com- 
panies was  chartered  by  the  legislature  of  Michigan,  with  power  to 
build  a  road  in  that  State,  and  the  other  by  the  legislature  of  Indiana, 
with  power  to  build  one  in  that  State.  They  both  insist  that  they  had 
no  right  or  power  under  their  respective  charters  to  consolidate  theii 


BISSELL   V.   MICHIGAN   SOUTHEKN,  ETC.   EAILEOAD   COS.         275 

business  in  the  manner  stated,  and  especially  that  they  could  not 
legally,  either  separately  or  jointly,  acquire  the  possession  and  use  of 
a  connecting  road  in  the  State  of  Illinois  and  undertake  to  carry  pas- 
sengers or  freight  over  the  same.  They  do  not  deny  that  their  boards 
of  directors  and  agents,  duly  autliorized  to  wield  all  the  powers  which 
the  corporations  themselves  possessed,  entered  into  the  arrangements 
which  have  been  mentioned,  nor  that,  in  the  execution  of  those  arrange- 
ments, they  made  the  contract  with  the  plaintiff  to  carry  him  as  a 
passenger;  nor  do  they  deny  that  they  received  the  benefit  of  that 
contract  in  the  customary  fare  which  he  paid.  Their  defence  is,  simply 
and  purely,  that  they  transcended  their  own  powers  and  violated  their 
own  organic  laws.  On  this  ground  they  insist  that  tlieir  business  was 
not,  in  judgment  of  law,  consolidated ;  that  they  did  not  use  and 
operate  a  road  in  Illinois ;  that  they  did  not  undertake  to  carry  the 
plaintiff  over  it ;  and  did  not,  by  their  negligence,  cause  the  injury  of 
which  he  complains ;  but  that  all  these  acts  and  proceedings  were,  in 
legal  contemplation,  the  acts  and  proceedings  of  the  natural  persons 
who  were  actually'  engaged  in  promoting  the  same. 

Can  then  two  railroad  corporations,  having  connecting  lines,  thus 
unite  their  business,  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  their  common 
interest :  charter  another  connecting  road  in  furtherance  of  the  same 
policy :  hold  themselves  out  to  the  public  as  carriers  over  the  whole 
route :  enter  into  contracts  accordingly :  receive  the  benefit  of  those- 
contracts ;  and  then,  when  liabilities  arise,  interpose  the  violation  of 
their  own  charters  to  shield  them  from  responsibility?  Such  a  defence 
is  shocking  to  the  moral  sense,  and  although  it  appears  to  have  some 
support  in  judicial  opinions,  I  think  it  has  no  foundation  in  the  law. 

The  doctrine  has  certainly  been  asserted  on  some  occasions,  that,  in 
all  cases  where  the  contracts  and  dealings  of  a  corporation  are  claimed  6 

to  be  invalid  for  want  of  power  to  enter  into  the  same,  a  comparison  "  i  ib^ 

must  be  instituted  between  those  contracts  and  dealings  and  the  charter,  .^v'^t'^^ifb 
and,  if  the  charter  does  not  appear  to  embrace  them,  then  that  they 
must  be  adjudged  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  and  in  all  conceivable 
circumstances.  The  reasoning  on  which  this  doctrine  has  been  usually 
claimed  to  rest,  denies,  in  effect,  that  corporations  can,  or  ever  do, 
exceed  their  powers.  They  are  said  to  be  artificial  beings,  having 
certain  faculties  given  to  them  by  law,  which  faculties  are  limited  to 
the  precise  purposes  and  objects  of  their  creation,  and  can  no  more  be 
exerted  outside  of  those  purposes  and  objects  than  the  faculties  of  a 
natural  person  can  be  exerted  in  the  performance  of  acts  which  are  not 
within  human  power.  In  this  view,  these  artificial  existences  are  cast 
in  so  perfect  a  mould  that  transgression  and  wrong  become  impossible. 
The  acts  and  dealings  of  a  corporation,  done  and  transacted  in  its 
name  and  behalf  by  its  board  of  directors,  vested  with  all  its  powers, 
are,  unless  justified  by  its  charter,  according  to  this  reasoning,  the  acts 
and  dealings  of  the  individuals  engaged  in  them,  and  for  which  they 
fllone  are  responsible.    But  such,  I  apprehend,  is  not  the  nature  of 


^^- 
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these  bodies.  Like  natural  persons,  they  can  overleap  the  legal  and 
moral  restraints  imposed  upon  them  :  in  other  words,  they  are  capable 
of  doing  wrong.  To  say  that  a  corporation  has  no  right  to  do  unau- 
thorized acts,  is  only  to  put  forth  a  very  plain  truism  ;  but  to  say  that 
such  bodies  have  no  power  or  capacity  to  err,  is  to  impute  to  them  an 
excellence  which  does  not  belong  to  any  created  existences  with  which 
we  are  acquainted.  The  distinction  between  power  and  right  is  no 
more  to  be  lost  sight  of  in  respect  to  artificial  than  in  respect  to  natural 
persons. 

I  think  this  doctrine  of  theoretical  perfection  in  corporations  would 
convert  them  practically  into  most  mischievous  monsters.  A  banking 
institution,  through  its  board  of  directors,  may  invest  its  funds  in  the 
purchase  of  stocks  or  cotton,  and  every  holder  of  its  stock  maj-  acquiesce, 
expecting  to  profit  by  the  speculation.  If  the  enterprise  is  successful, 
the  corporation  and  its  stockholders  gain  by  the  result.  If  a  depression 
occurs  in  the  market,  and  disaster  is  threatened,  the  doctrine  that  a 
corporation  can  never  act  outside  of  its  charter  enables  it  to  say,  "  this 
is  not  our  dealing,"  and  the  monej-  used  in  the  adventure  may  be 
unconditionally  reclaimed  from  whatever  parties  have  received  it  in 
exchange  for  value ;  while  the  injured  dealer  must  seek  his  remedy 
against  agents  perhaps  irresponsible  or  unknown.  Corporations  may 
thus  take  all  the  chances  of  gain,  without  incurring  the  hazards  of  loss. 
Familiar  maxims  of  the  law  must  be  reversed.  In  the  relation  of 
private  principal  and  agent,  the  adoption  of  an  agent's  unauthorized 
dealing  is  equivalent  to  an  original  authority ;  and  the  adoption  is 
perfect  when  the  principal  receives  the  proceeds  of  that  dealing. 
Corporations  may  practically  act  in  the  same  manner.  The  proceeds 
of  unauthorized  adventures  may  be  received  and  become  blended  with 
their  legitimate  business  and  funds  so  as  to  be  wholly  undistiuguishable ; 
but,  as  the  adventures  themselves  were,  in  judgment  of  law,  impossible, 
considered  as  corporate  transactions,  so  they  cannot  become  possible 
upon  anj'  principle  of  ratification  or  estoppel.  If  we  s&y  there  is  an 
utter  absence  of  power  or  faculty  to  engage  in  the  dealing,  it  is  a 
self-evident  proposition  that  no  rule  of  estoppel  can  change  the  result. 

It  is  not  uncommon,  in  charters  of  corporations,  to  lay  express  pro- 
hibitions upon  them  as  a  limitation  of  their  powers,  having  in  view  the 
maintenance  of  some  public  policy;  as,  for  example,  prohibitions 
relating  to  the  currency  of  the  State.  If  thej'  violate  these  prohibi- 
tions, they  have  been  supposed  to  be  public  oflfenders,  and  on  that 
gi'ound  the  law  has  alwaj-s  denied  to  them  its  remedial  processes  either 
in  aflSrmance  or  disaffirmance  of  their  unlawful  contracts  ;  thus  regard- 
ing them  as  private  offenders  are  regarded.  But  this  rule  of  law  must 
be  overthrown,  if  we  admit  this  theorj'  of  constitutional  inability  in 
corporations  to  overstep  the  limits  of  rightful  power.  In  the  case  of 
T%e  Life  and  If  ire  Insurance  Company  v.  The  Mechanics^  Fire 
•Insurance  Company  (7  Wend.,  31),  it  was  contended  that  a  certain 
fiorporate  transaction,  if  unlawful,  was  to  be  regarded  as  the  act  of  the 
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agents  or  officers  of  the  companj',  and  not  of  the  companj*,  and,  there- 
fore, that  the  company  should  be  allowed  to  recover  back  the  money 
or  property  improperly  disposed  of.  That  doctrine  was  refuted  by  Mr. 
Justice  Sutherland  in  this  language :  "  This  would  be  a  most  con- 
venient distinction  for  corporations  to  establish  —  that  every  violation 
of  their  charter  or  assumption  of  unauthorized  power  on  the  part  of 
their  officers,  although  with  the  full  approbation  of  their  directors,  is  to 
be  considered  the  act  of  the  officers,  and  is  not  to  prejudice  the  cor- 
poration itself.  There  would  be  no« possibility  of  ever  convicting  a 
corporation  of  exceeding  its  powers  and  thereby  forfeiting  its  charter, 
or  incurring  an3-  other  penalt}-,  if  this  principle  could  be  established." 
These  remarks  suggest  an  unanswerable  argument  against  the  doctrine. 
Why,  it  may  be  asked,  does  the  law  provide  the  remedy  by  quo  war- 
ranto against  corporations  for  usurpation  and  abuse  of  power?  Is  it 
not  the  very  foundation  of  that  proceeding,  that  corporations  can  and 
do  perform  acts  and  usurp  franchises  beyond  the  rightful  authority 
conferred  bj-  their  charters  ?  Most  assuredlj'  this  is  so.  The  sovereign 
power  of  the  State  interposes,  alleges  the  excess  or  abuse,  and  on  that 
ground  demands  from  the  courts  a  sentence  of  forfeiture. 

One  of  the  sources  of  error  in  reasoning  upon  legal  as  well  as  other 
questions,  is,  inexactness  in  the  use  of  language,  or,  perhaps,  in  the 
perfectness  of  language,  to  express  the  varieties  of  thought.  It  is  a 
self-evident  truth,  that  a  natural  person  cannot  exceed  the  powers 
which  belong  to  his  nature.  In  this  proposition,  we  use  words  in  their 
literal  and  exact  sense.  In  the  same  sense,  it  is  a  truth  equally  evident 
that  a  corporation  cannot  exceed  its  powers ;  but- this  is  only  asserting 
that  it  cannot  exercise  attributes  which  it  does  not  possess.  As  an 
impersonal  being,  it  cannot  experience  religious  emotion,  or  feel  the 
moral  sentiments.  Corporations  are  said  to  be  clothed  with  certain 
powers  enumerated  in  their  charters  or  incidental  to  those  which  are 
enumerated,  and  it  is  also  said  they^  cannot  exceed  those  powers  ;  there- 
fore, it  has  been  urged  that  all  attempts  to  do  so  are  simplj'  nugatory. 
The  premises  are  correct  when  properly'  understood  ;  but  the  conclusion 
is  false,  because  the  premises  are  misinterpreted.  When  we  speak  of 
the  powers  of  a  "corporation,  the  term  only  expresses  the  privileges  and 
franchises  which  are  bestowed  in  the  charter ;  and  when  we  say  it 
cannot  exercise  other  powers,  the  just  meaning  of  the  language  is,  that 
as  the  attempt  to  do  so  is  without  authority  of  law,  the  performance 
of  unauthorized  acts  is  a  usurpation  which  may  be  a  wrong  to  the  State, 
or,  perhaps,  to  the  shareholders.  But  the  usurpation  is  possible.  In 
the  same  sense,  natural  persons  are  under  the  restraints  of  law,  but 
the_y  may  transgress  the  law,  and  when  they  do  so  thej'  are  responsible 
for  their  acts.  From  this  consequence  corporations  are  not,  in  m}' 
judgment,  wholl3'  exempt.  The  privileges  and  franchises  granted  are 
not  the  whole  of  a  corporation.  Every  trading  corporation  aggregate 
includes  an  association  of  persons  having  a  collective  will,  and  a  board 
of  directors  or  other  agency  in  which  that  will  is  embodied,  and  through 
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which  it  may  be  exerted  in  modes  of  action  not  expressed  in  the  organic 
law.  Thus,  lilfe  moral  and  sentient  beings,  thej'  maj'  and  do  act  in 
opposition  to  the  intention  of  their  creator,  and  they  ought  to  be 
accountable  for  such  acts. 

A  great  varietj'  of  cases  might  be  supposed,  in  which  this  doctrine  of 
corporate  exemption  from  liability  could  not  be  defended  upon  any 
rule  of  reason  or  principle  of  justice.  But  perhaps  none  of  them  would 
afford  a  more  persuasive  illustration  than  the  one  now  under  considera- 
tion. Let  us  look  at  the  facts  .and  consider  the  results.  These  cor- 
porations had  boards  of  directors  in  whom  were  vested  every  power, 
faculty  or  function  which  belonged  to  the  bodies  they  represented.  We 
have  then  no  question  in  the  law  of  agencj- ;  for  the  agents,  if  that  be 
the  proper  term,  had  all  the  powers  of  the  principals.  Indeed,  in  an 
important  sense,  they  were  the  principals ;  because  their  authority  was 
not  received  bj'  delegation  from  any  other  principal.  These  boards 
proceeded  to  consolidate  the  two  lines  of  road,  and  they  included  in  the 
scheme  another  connecting  road.  This  being  done,  the^-  entered  into 
all  the  relations  of  carriers  with  the  public,  and  the  entire  business  of 
both  companies  was  thus  conducted  for  a  period  of  several  years,  with 
no  complaint  on  the  part  of  the  State  sovereignties  which  granted  the 
charters,  and  none  on  the  part  of  the  shareholders.  All  the  gains  and 
profits  of  the  business  were  received  to  the  use  of  the  corporations,  and 
it  is  to  be  assumed  that  the  shareholders  were  benefited  thereby.  The 
question  arises,  where  were  these  companies  and  what  were  they  doing 
during  all  this  period  ?  The  question  would  be  the  same  if  that  mode 
of  conduct  were  to  continue  without  limit  of  time.  If  the  acts  mentioned 
were  in  excess  of  the  powers  granted,  and  if  we  concede  the  doctrine 
that  such  acts  are  in  all  circumstances  to  be  imputed  to  the  agents  who 
perform  them,  the  conclusion  follows,  that  the  corporations  became 
virtually  extinct  by  a  non-user  of  their  franchises.  If  the  business  thus 
conducted  was  not  the  business  of  the  companies,  thej-  were  engaged  in 
none  whatever,  and  thus,  practically,  if  not  legallj',  ceased  to  exist.  If 
it  was  the  business  of  the  directors  as  natural  persons,  then  those 
persons  must  be  deemed  not  onh'  to  have  taken  a  wrongful  possession 
of  all  the  estate  and  funds  of  the  corporations  thej'  professed  to  repre- 
sent, but  also  to  have  usurped  their  franchises,  and  to  have  stolen  their 
coi'porate  names  and  seals.  If  this  be  the  legal  interpretation  of  the 
course  of  dealing  and  conduct  actuall}'  carried  on  under  the  acts  of 
incorporation  passed  by  the  legislatures  of  Michigan  and  Indiana,  then 
the  companies  might  have  been  proceeded  against  bj'  those  States,  not 
on  the  ground  of  a  usurpation  of  powers  and  privileges  which  did  not 
belong  to  them,  but  for  a  total  non-user  of  the  franchises  which  did 
belong  to  them  ;  while,  on  tlie  other  hand,  wi'its  of  quo  warranto  might 
have  been  issued  against  the  individual  directors  and  agents  for  usurp- 
ing corporate  rights  without  any  charter  at  all.  (16  Wend.,  655 ;  23 
id.,  193  ;  3  Bl.  Com.,  263.)  These  .conclusions  are  not  founded  in  any 
known  principle  or  practice,  and  they  are  totally  opposed  to  the  facts 
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of  the  case.  In  rejecting  them,  we  must  also  reject  the  theory  of 
corporate  perfection  and  immunities  on  which  they  were  based ;  and 
we  are  compelled  to  hold  that  those  companies,  as  legal  and  accountable 
persons,  engaged  themselves  in  the  business  of  carrying  passengers 
and  freight  under  and  according  to  the  arrangements  which  have  been 
mentioned,  and  thereby  placed  themselves  in  that  relation  to  the  public, 
and  to  the  plaintiff  in  particular,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  present 
controversy. 

But  the  doctrine,  that  corporations  can  never  be  bound  by  engage- 
ments not  justified  by  the  grant  of  power  from  the  State,  is  next 
defended  on  a  different  ground.  Although  it  be  conceded  that  they 
are  present,  and  acting  as  legal  persons,  or  entities,  when  such  engage- 
ments are  entered  into,  it  is  said  that  all  contracts  in  excess  of  the 
rightful  power  possessed  by  corporations  are  illegal  and  therefore  void. 
This  is  an  argument  totally  different  from  the  one  which  has  been  so 
far  examined,  because  it  necessarily  imputes  the  making  of  the  contract 
to  the  corporate  person  or  being  ;  whereas,  the  doctrine  which  I  have 
endeavored  to  refute  denies  that  proposition.  The  very  point  of  the 
supposed  illegality  consists,  or  at  least  it  may  consist,  in  the  perform- 
ance of  acts  perfectly  lawful  in  themselves,  but  which,  being  done  by  a 
corporation,  and  not  by  individuals,  are  pronounced  illegal  because 
they  are  so  done  without  authority  contained  in  the  charter. 

But  is  it  true  that  all  contracts  of  corporations  for  purposes  not 
embraced  in  their  charters  are  illegal,  in  the  appropriate  sense  of  that 
term  ?  This  proposition  I  must  deny.  Undoubtedly  such  engagements 
may  have  the  vices  which  sometimes  infect  the  contracts  of  individuals. 
They  maj'  involve  a  malum  in  se  or  a  Tncdum,  prohibitum,  and  may  be 
void  for  auj'  cause  which  would  avoid  the  contract  of  a  natural  person. 
But  where  no  such  vices  exist,  and  the  only  defect  is  one  of  power,  the 
contract  cannot  be  void  because  it  is  illegal  or  immoral.  Such  a  doctrine 
may  have  some  slight  foundation  in  the  earlier  English  railway  cases 
( The  East  Anglian  Railway  Go.  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway 
Co.,  7  Eng.  Law  and  Eq.,  509  ;  McGregor  v.  The  Deal  and  Dover 
Railway  Co.,  16  id.,  180) ;  but  it  was  never  established,  and  is  not 
now  received  in  the  English  courts.  ( TTie  Mayor  of  Norwich  v.  The 
Norfolk  Railway  Co.,  30  Eng.  Law  and  Eq.,  120;  Eastern  Counties 
Railway  Co.  v.  Hawhes,  35  id.,  8,  37.)  The  books  are  full  of  cases 
upon  the  powers  of  corporations  and  the  effect  of  dealing  in  a  manner 
and  for  objects  not  intended  in  their  charters ;  but  with  the  slight 
exception  named,  there  is  an  entire  absence,  not  only  of  adjudged 
cases,  but  of  even  judicial  opinion  or  dicta,  for  the  proposition  that 
mere  want  of  authority  renders  a  contract  illegal.  Such  a  proposition 
seems  to  me  absurd.  The  words  ultra  vires  and  illegality  represent 
totally  different  and  distinct  ideas.  It  is  true  that  a  contract  may  have 
both  those  defects,  but  it  may  also  have  one  without  the  other.  For 
example,  a  bank  has  no  authority  to  engage,  and  usually  does  not 
engage,  in  benevolent  enterprises.    A  subscription,  made  by  authority 
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of  the  board  of  directors  and  under  the  corporate  seal,  for  the  building 
of  a  church  or  college  or  an  almshouse,  would  be  clearly  ultra  vires, 
but  it  would  not  be  illegal.  If  every  corporator  should  expressly 
assent  to  such  an  application  of  the  funds,  it  would  still  be  ultra  viree, 
but  no  wrong  would  be  committed  and  no  public  interest  violated.  So 
a  manufacturing  corporation  maj-  purchase  ground  for  a  school  house 
or  a  place  of  worship  for  the  intellectual,  religious  and  moral  improve- 
ment of  its  operatives.  It  may  buy  tracts  and  books  of  instruction  for 
distribution  amongst  them.  Such  dealings  are  outside  of  the  charter ; 
but,  so  far  from  being  illegal  or  wrong,  they  are  in  themselves  benevo- 
lent and  praiseworthy.  So  a  church  corporation  may  deal  in  exchange. 
This,  although  ultra  vires,  is  not  illegal,  because  dealing  in  exchange 
is,  in  itself,  a  lawful  business,  and  there  is  no  State  policy  in  restraint 
of  that  business. 

To  illustrate  the  subject  in  another  manner :  An  agent  may  make  a 
contract  in  the  name  and  behalf  of  his  principal,  but  not  within  the 
scope  of  his  agency.  If  the  consideration  and  purpose  of  such  a  con- 
tract be  lawful,  it  maj-  be  void  as  against  the  principal,  but  not  on  the 
ground  of  illegalitj'.  A.  corporation  is  not  an  agent  of  the  State,  or,  in 
any  strict  sense,  of  the  shareholders.  But  it  derives  its  powers  from 
the  State,  and  it  maj^  transcend  those'  powers  for  purposes  which,  in 
themselves  considered,  involve  no  public  wrong.  Contracts  so  made 
may  be  defective  in  point  of  authoritj-,  and  may  contemplate  a  private 
wrong  to  the  shareholders  ;  but  the^'  are  not  illegal,  because  they  violate 
no  public  interest  or  policy.  My  meaning,  in  short,  is  that  the  illegality 
of  an  act  is  determined  in  its  quality  and  does  not  depend  on  the  person 
or  being  which  performs  it. 

There  has  been,  I  think,  some  want  of  reflection,  even  in  judicial 
minds,  upon  the  reasons  and  policy  which  mainly  govern  in  tlie  granting 
of  charters  to  corporations,  with  certain  specified  powers  and  no  others. 
A  private  or  trading  corporation  is  essentially  a  chartered  partnership, 
with  or  without  immunitj-  from  personal  liabilitj'  beyond  the  "capital 
invested,  and  with  certain  other  convenient  attributes  which  ordinary 
partnerships  do  not  enjoy.  It  is  also  something  more  than  a  partner- 
ship, because  the  legal  or  artificial  person  becomes  vested  with  the  title 
to  all  the  estate  and  capital  contributed,  to  be  held  and  used,  however, 
in  trust  for  the  shareholders.  Now,  in  a  well  regulated  unincorporated 
partnership,  the  articles  entered  into  by  the  associates  specif}'  the 
objects  of  their  association.  But,  suppose  the  same  associates  desire  a 
charter  of  incorporation  for  the  more  convenient  prosecution  of  the 
same  business,  and  obtain  one.  We  shall  find  it  to  contain  the  like 
specification,  which  becomes  the  grant  of  power  from  the  sovereign 
authoritj'of  the  State.  I  am  speaking  of  powers  and  privileges  granted 
which  are  not,  in  their  essential  nature,  corporate  or  public  franchises, 
as  distinguished  from  the  private  enterprises  which  any  class  of  citizens 
maj-  embark  in  ;  and,  with  the  exception  of  municipal  or  governmental 
charters,  the  class  of  powers  here  referred  to  will  be  found  to  covei 
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nearly  the  whole  field  of  corporate  rights.  It  is  not  difficult,  then,  to 
see  the  reason  and  policy'  which  underlie  such  grants.  The  associates 
ask  for  a  charter  in  order  to  carry  on  their  business  with  greater 
advantages  ;  and  the  same  reason  exists  for  a  specification  of  the  pur- 
poses of  their  organization  as  in  the  case  of  an  association  without  a 
charter.  The  charter  takes-the  place  of  the  articles  of  agreement,  and 
becomes  the  appropriate  rule  of  action.  No  public  interest  or  policy  is 
involved,  because  the  objects  of  the  grant  are  not  of  a  public  nature. 
The  powers  and  rights  specified  are  identical  with  those  which  any 
private  person  or  association  of  persons  may  exercise.  If  tliose  who 
manage  the  concerns  of  a  simple  partnership  deal  with  the  funds  in  a 
manner  or  for  purposes  not  specified,  their  acts  are  ultra  vires ;  and  if 
the  directors  of  such  a  corporation,  as  I  am  here  speaking  of,  do  the 
same  thing,  their  acts  are  also  ultra  vires  in  the  same  sense  and  no 
other.  To  apply  the  word  "  illegality"  to  such  transactions,  is  to  con- 
found things  of  a  totally  different  nature.  It  is  only  private  interests 
which  are  affected  by  them  ;  and  there  is  no  statute  or  rule  of  the 
common  law  by  which  they  become  public  offences. 

In  every  treatise  upon  the  law  of  contracts  —  and  there  are  many  of 
them  —  we  shall  fiud  an  enumeration  of  such  as  are  immoral  or  illegal ; 
but  amongst  them  cannot  be  found  a  specification  of  the  promise  or 
agreement  of  a  corporation,  founded  on  a  lawful  consideration,  and  to 
do  that  which  in  itself  is  lawful  to  be  done,  although  not  within  the 
powers  granted.  It  has  always  been  supposed,  and  to  that  effect  are 
all  the  authorities,  that  contracts  are  illegal  either  in  respect  to  the 
consideration  or  the  promise.  Where  both  of  these  are  lawful  and 
right,  the  maxim,  "eas  turpi  contractu  non  oritur  actio,"  can  have  no 
application.  The  incapacity'  of  the  contracting  part3',  whether  it  be  a 
corporation,  an  infant,  a  feme  covert,  or  a  lunatic,  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  legality  of  the  contract,  in  that  sense  of  the  word  which  is  now 
under  discussion.  So,  in  the  treatises  upon  corporations,  we  shall  find 
their  rights  and  privileges  to  be  verj'  extensively-  considered,  but 
nowhere  an  intimation  that  their  dealings  outside  of  their  charters  are 
deemed  illegal  for  that  cause.  Even  the  proceeding  against  them  by 
quo  warranto,  for  the  exercise  of  ungranted  powers,  will  illustrate  the 
subject.  This  is  a  civil,  and  not  a  criminal  proceeding,  and  its  object 
is  purely  and  solely  to  try  a  civil  right.  (2  Kyd  on  Corporations,  439  ; 
Angel  &  Ames,  686  ;  1  Scrg.  &  Rawle,  385  ;  3  Dallas,  490  ;  1  Blackf., 
267.)  Our  statute  on  this  subject  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Attorney- 
General  to  institute  the  proceeding,  under  leave  of  the  court,  when  the 
case  is  one  of  public  interest,  but,  in  other  cases,  only  at  the  instance 
of  private  parties  claiming  to  be  aggrieved  by  the  abuse  of  power,  and 
on  security  being  given  to  indemnify  the  State.  (2  R.  S.,  583,  §§  39, 
40.)  In  any  case,  whether  the  suit  be  founded  on  the  alleged  usurpa- 
tion of  a  public  or  corporate  oflSce,  or  on  the  non-user  or  misuser  of  the 
franchises  granted  to  a  corporation,  it  is  purely  a  civil  right  which  is 
tried,  and  the  judgment  is  not  penal,  but  simply  one  of  ouster  from  the 


282         BISSELL  V.  MICHIGAN   SOUTHERN,  ETC.   EAILEOAD   COS. 

right  claimed.  Tlie  legislature  may,  and  sometimes  does,  expressly 
prohibit  the  doing  of  certain  acts  by  corporations,  having  in  view  the 
promotion  of  some  particular  policy  of  the  State,  and  may  declare  such 
acts  to  be  public  offences,  to  be  punished  by  fine  or  imprisonment  of 
the  parties  engaged  in  them.  There  are  such  laws  in  regard  to  incor- 
porated as  well  as  private  banks,  the  object  of  which  is  to  protect  the 
currency  of  the  State.  But  where  there  are  no  such  penalties  or  pro- 
hibitions, and  the  dealings  of  a  corporation  have  no  relation  to  State 
policy,  but  are  such  as  all  mankind  maj-  freely  engage  in,  the  law  has 
provided  no  punishment  for  such  dealings,  because  it  does  not  regard 
them  as  a  violation  of  its  principles  and  enactments  in  an}-  sense  which 
is  material  to  the  present  inquiry.  I  do  not  denj-  that  there  is,  in  a 
diSerent  sense,  a  legal  wrong  in  the  misapplication  of  the  corporate 
capital  and  funds ;  and  so  there  is  in  every  breach  of  trust  or  violation 
of  contract.  But  the  true  inquiry  here  is,  whether  it  belongs  to  the 
class  of  public,  as  distinguished  from  private  wrongs,  so  that  the  guilty 
party  may  set  it  up  in  avoidance  of  just  obligations  ;  and  whether  the 
courts  must,  in  all  circumstances,  accept  that  defence  without  regard 
to  the  situation  and  rights  of  the  other  party.  I  cannot  believe  such 
to  be  the  rule  of  reason  or  of  law. 

Let  us  now  concede  that  the  unauthorized  contracts  of  a  corporation 
are  illegal  in  the  sense  contended  for.  It  by  no  means  follows  that 
they  are  never  to  be  enforced.  An  agreement  declared  by  statute  to 
be  void  cannot  be  enforced,  because  such  is  the  legislative  will.  But 
when,  without  any  such  declaration,  it  is  simply  illegal,  it  is  capable  of 
enforcement  where  justice  plainly  requires  it.  Circumstances  may  and 
often  do  exist,  which  estop  the  offender  from  taking  advantage  of  his 
own  wrong.  The  contract  may  be  entered  into  on  the  other  side  with- 
out any  participation  in  the  guilt,  and  without  any  knowledge  even  of 
the  vice  which  contaminates  it.  An  innocent  person  may  part  with 
value,  or  otlierwise  change  his  situation,  upon  the  faith  of  the  contract. 
A  railroad  corporation,  for  example,  may  purchase  iron  rails  and  give 
its  obligation  to  pay  for  them  with  a  design  to  sell  them  again  on 
speculation,  instead  of  using  them  for  continuing  its  track.  Such  a 
transaction  is  clearly  unauthorized,  and  is,  therefore,  said  to  be  illegal. 
But  if  the  corporation  is  deemed  to  make  the  contract  —  in  other  words, 
if,  as  I  have  above  shown,  it  is  a  legal  possibility  for  corporations  to 
make  contracts  outside  of  their  just  powers,  how  can  its  illegality  be 
set  up  against  the  other  party  who  knows  nothing  of  the  unlawful  pur- 
pose? So  an  incorporated  bank  may  purchase  land,  having  power  to 
do  so  for  a  banking  house,  but  actually  intending  to  speculate  in  the 
transaction.  This  is  also  ultra  vires,  but  can  the  want  of  authority  be 
interposed  in  repudiation  of  a  just  obligation  to  pay  for  the  same  land, 
the  vendor  not  being  in  pari  delicto  f  Such  a  doctrine  is  not  only 
shocking  to  the  reason  and  conscience  of  mankind,  but  it  goes  far  beyond 
the  law  in  regard  to  the  illegal  contracts  of  private  individuals. 

As  I  am  not  contending  that  the  unauthorized  dealings  of  a  corpora 
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tion  are  never  to  be  questioned,  the  object  of  this  discussion  has  been 
to  ascertain  the  true  ground  on  which  they  can  be  impeached  where 
they  are  not  attended  by  the  vices  which  are  fatal  to  private  contracts 
also.  I  have  shown,  1  trust,  1.  That  such  dealings  are  possible  in  law, 
as  they  often  take  place  in  fact :  in  other  words,  that  it  is  in  the  nature 
of  these  bodies  to  overleap  the  restraints  imposed  upon  them.  2.  That 
a  transgression  of  this  nature  is  a  simple  excess  of  power  (using  that 
word  to  express  the  rules  of  action  prescribed  in  their  charters,  and  by 
which  they  ought  to  regulate  their  conduct),  but  is  not  tainted  with 
illegality  so  as  to  avoid  the  contract,  or  dealing,  on  that  ground.  This 
proposition,  it  seems  hardly  necessary  to  repeat,  is  applied  only  to 
transactions  which  involve  or  contemplate  no  violation  of  the  code  of 
public  or  criminal  law,  but,  on  the  contrary,  are  innocent  and  lawful 
in  themselves.  3.  Even  illegal  contracts,  in  the  proper  sense,  are  not, 
universally  and  indiscriminately,  to  be  adjudged  void  ;  and,  especially, 
this  is  not  so  where  the  offender  alleges  his  own  wrong  to  avoid  just 
responsibility,  the  other  party  being  innocent  of  the  offence. 

If  these  negative  conclusions  cannot  be  denied,  it  follows  that  con- 
tracts and  dealings,  such  as  I  have  been  speaking  of,  are  to  be  con- 
demned by  the  courts  onlj'  on  the  ground  that  thej-  are  a  breach  of  the 
duty  which  private  corporations  owe  to  the  stockholders  to  whom  the 
capital  beneficially-  belongs.  It  is  the  undoubted  right  of  stockholders 
to  complain  of  any  diversion  of  the  corporate  funds  to  purposes  unau- 
thorized iu  the  charter.  This,  as  a  general  principle,  cannot  be  too 
strongly  asserted ;  and  by  this  principle,  justly  applied  to  particulaj 
instances,  the  question  in  such  cases  is  to  be  resolved.  The  origina' 
subscribers  contribute  the  capital  invested,  and  they  and  those  whc 
succeed  to  their  shares  are  alwa3's,  in  equity,  the  owners  of  that  capital. 
But,  legally,  the  ownership  is  vested  in  the  corporate  bodj',  impressed 
with  the  trusts  and  duties  prescribed  in  the  charter.  In  these  relations 
we  have  the  only  true  foundation  of  the  plea  of  ultra  vires.  That  term 
is  of  very  modern  invention,  and  I  do  not  think  it  well  chosen  to  express 
the  only  principle  which  it  can  be  allowed  to  represent  in  cases  of  this 
nature.  It  is  not  to  be  understood  as  an  absolute  and  poremptorv 
defence  in  all  cases  of  excess  of  power,  without  regard  to  other  circum- 
stances and  considerations.  It  is  not  to  be  looked  upon  as  a  plea 
which  denies  the  actual  exertion  of  corporate  power  when  a  corporation 
enters  into  an  engagement  which,  according  to  its  charter,  it  ought  not 
to  make  ;  but,  because  such  was  the  nature  of  the  contract,  it  presents 
the  breach  of  trust  or  dutj'  to  the  shareholders  as  an  excuse  for  the 
non-performance.  And  I  do  not  deny  the  validitj'  of  this  excuse  in 
many  cases,  I  may  say  in  all  cases  where  it  can  be  received  without 
doing  greater  injustice  to  others.  If  the  person  dealing  with  a  corpora- 
tion knows  of  the  wrong  done  or  contemplated,  and  he  cannot  show 
the  acquiescence  of  the  shareholders,  he  ought  not  to  complain  if  he 
cannot  enforce  the  contract.  Aside  from  the  law  of  corporations, 
agreements  which  involve  or  propose  a  violation  of  trust  will  not  be 


284        BISSELL   V.    MICHIGAN   SOUTHEKN^   ETC.   KAILEOAD   COS. 

enforced  by  the  courts  where  no  greater  equities  demand  it.  Corporate 
bodies  are  more  than  mere  agents.  They  are  more  than  a  partner  who 
manages  as  the  agent  of  his  associates.  Their  powers  ai'e  undelegated. 
Thej-  are  the  legal  owners  of  the  capital,  or  estate,  and  they  have 
cagacity  to  deal  with  it  in  contravention  of  dutj'  or  trust. 
rput  the  equitable  rights  of  shareholders  will  enable  them,  in  many 
circumstances,  to  claim  the  affirmative  interjJbsition  of  the  courts  to 
arrest  an  unauthorized  course  of  dealing,  or  to  prevent  a  threatened 
diversion  of  the  capital  to  improper  uses.  Of  this  character  are  many 
of  the  cases  usually  cited,  to  prove  that  corporations  cannot  exceed 
their  powers.  {Dodge  v.  Woolsey,  18  How.  U.  S.,  331 ;  Bolf  v. 
Mogers,  3  Paige,  154  ;  Angel  &  Ames  on  Corp.,  424,  4th  ed.,  and 
cases  cited.)  So,  too,  it  is  plain,  without  citing  authorit3',  that  a  stock- 
holder, who  can  show  that  he  has  sustained  a  pecuniary  loss  by  such  a 
use  of  the  capital,  may  have  his  redress  in  damages  against  the  indi- 
viduals who  commit  the  wrong,  unless  he  has  himself  acquieseeS^ 
These  are  extensive,  and,  it  would  seem,  ample  remedies  to  prevent 
or  redress  the  abuse  of  power ;  and  it  appears  to  me  a  much  higher 
and  better  policy,  that  the  private  shareholders  should  be  confined  to 
these  remedies,  than  to  sacrifice  the  interests  of  the  rest  of  community 
by  conceding  to  these  bodies  absolute  immunity  whenever  power  is 
thus  abused.  But  the  principles  which  belong  to  this  question  need 
not  present  that  naked  alternative.  In  many  cases  no  injustice  will  be 
done  by  receiving  the  plea  of  ultra  vires,  when  defensivel}-  interposed 
by  the  corporation  itself.  But  these  are  cases  where  a  want  of  good 
faith  can  be  imputed  to  the  dealer,  and  where  the  defence,  if  allowed, 
will  leave  the  parties  substantially  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  previous 
rights.  An  artificial,  not  less  than  a  natural  person,  having  the  title 
and  possession  of  an  estate  which,  in  equity,  belongs  to  others,  and 
entering  into  engagements  inconsistent  with  duty  or  trust,  should  have 
a  locus  penitentim,  where  it  can  be  allowed  without  manifest  wrong  to 
others.  It  may  be  difficult  to  lay  down  a  rule  so  general  and  so  exact 
as  to  include  every  case ;  but  the  principles  and  analogies  of  the  law 
will  be  sufficient  for  the  solution  of  such  questions  as  they  arise. 
Justice,  not  only  in  this,  but  in  very  many  other  cases  of  constant 
occurrence,  can  be  administered  according  to  law,  if  I  have  succeeded 
in  showing,  negatively,  that  a  comparison  of  the  charter  of  a  corporation 
with  what  it  actually  does  is  not  alwa3-s  the  test  of  liability. 

It  is  said  that  there  will  be  no  restraint  upon  the  acts  and  dealings  of 
corporate  bodies,  if  we  uphold  them  when  in  excess  of  rightful  authority 
To  this  I  answer,  that  the  most  ample  restraints  will  be  found  in  the 
principles  here  advocated  ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  if  we  concede  to 
corporations  immunity  in  all  cases  when  they  do  wrong,  we  invite  and 
reward  the  very  abuse.  It  is  also  said,  in  order  to  render  this  doctrine 
less  offensive  to  the  reason  and  conscience,  that  the  innocent  dealer 
may,  upon  the  voidness  of  the  contract  and  a  disaffirmance  of  it,  recover 
back  the  value  or  consideration  with  which  he  has  parted.    This  position 
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necessarily  concedes  that  the  corporation,  as  a  legal  person,  made  the 
unauthorized  contract,  and  received  the  money,  or  value,  under  and 
according  to  it ;  thus  overthrowing  the  main  objection  to  its  liability  to 
respond  directly  upon  the  contract.  It  also  concedes  the  innocence  of 
the  other  contracting  party  ;  thus,  according  to  all  the  analogies  of  the 
law,  refuting  the  onl^'  other  objection  (illegality)  on  whicli  the  absolute 
invalidity  of  such  dealings  is  claimed  to  rest :  for,  surely,  after  conced- 
ing that  the  corporation  actually  made  the  contract,  it  will  not  be  con- 
tended that  it  can  set  up  that  it  ought  not  to  have  made  it,  against  an 
innocent  person  who  has  given  up  his  money  or  property  on  the  faith 
of  the  same  contract.  But  I  answer,  further,  that  while  in  many  cases 
the  remedy-  of  a  suit  in  disaffirmance  of  the  agreement,  and  to  recover 
back  the  consideration,  will  be  sufficient  to  prevent  wrong,  in  many 
others  it  will  be  entirely  worthless.  All  collateral  securities  must  fall 
to  the  ground  with  the  principal  contract,  and  all  its  consequences  and 
results.  The  present  case  will  afford  the  best  illustration.  The  defend- 
ants, in  consideration  of  a  trifling  sum  received  from  the  plaintiff  for 
fare,  agreed  to  perform  the  service  of  carrying  him  in  their  cars,  perhaps 
some  two  hundred  miles.  By  the  negligent  performance  of  tliat  agree- 
ment, they  inflicted  on  him  injuries  for  which  a  jui'y  has  said  the  proper 
compensation  was  $2,500.  This  being  the  measure  of  damages  for  the 
breach  of  the  contract,  the  absurditj-,  not  less  than  the  injustice,  of 
confining  him  to  the  remedy  of  disaffirmance  because  tlie  agreement 
was  ultra  vires,  must  be  quite  apparent. 

I  have  examined  these  questions  with  the  more  attention,  because, 
aside  from  their  bearing  on  the  present  controversy,  they  are  of  great 
practical  importance.  A  vast  amount  of  the  business  of  the  community 
has  come  to  be  carried  on  under  corporate  forms  of  organization. 
Besides  innumerable  special  charters,  we  have  general  laws  which 
impart  corporate  attributes  to  associations  formed  according  to  articles 
of  agreement,  for  a  great  variety  of  purposes.  When  we  consider 
these  to  be  any  less  than  partnerships,  with  the  superadded  privileges  of 
succession,  of  a  corporate  seal,  &c.,  we  forget  that  corporations  are  no 
longer  confined  to  the  exercise  of  public  or  political  franchises.  These 
commercial,  manufacturing,  and  trading  bodies  are  brought  into  relation 
with  almost  everj'  member  of  the  community  ;  and  I  think  it  greatly  to 
be  desired  that,  in  laying  down  the  rules  of  law  which  are  to  govern  in 
such  relations,  we  sliould  avoid  a  system  of  destructive  technicalities. 
Those  rules  should  be  founded  in  the  principles  of  justice  which  are 
recognized  in  other  and  analogous  dealings  among  men. 

If  we  could  find  the  law  '^  be  settled  in  the  manner  which  must  be 
and  is  contended  for  in  order  to  exonerate  the  defendants  in  this  case 
from  responsibility,  it  would  be  our  duty  to  follow  it.  But  such  is  not 
the  case.  There  are,  certainly,  judicial  opinions,  and  some  adjudged 
cases,  which  countenance  the  extreme  doctrines  on  which  the  defence 
must  rest.  Among  these  cases,  a  leading  one  is  that  of  Hood  v.  The 
New    York  and  New  Haven  Railroad  Company  (22  Conn.,  502). 
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That  case  appears  to  go  the  length  of  holding  that  corporations  cannot 
and  never  do  perform  acts  in  excess  of  their  powers.  No  authority 
was  cited  for  such  a  proposition,  and  it  cannot,  as  I  think  I  have  shown, 
be  maintained.  Another  extreme  authority  is,  Pearce  v.  The  Madison 
and  Indianapolis  Railroad  Company  (21  How.  U.  S.,  442),  where  it 
appeared  that  a  corporation,  in  furtherance  of  its  general  objects, 
although,  strictly-  speaking,  in  excess  of  its  powers,  had  entered  into 
an  engagement  upon  a  consideration  which  it  had  received  and  appro- 
priated. It  was  allowed  to  repudiate  that  engagement ;  but  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  question  were  not  much  discussed.  A  considerable  number 
of  other  cases  and  dicta,  of  a  character  less  marked,  but  tending  in 
the  same  direction,  might  be  referred  to.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  there 
are  well-considered  authorities  which  sustain  the  principles  advocated 
in  this  opinion.  {The  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  Weed,  17  Barb., 
378  ;  The  Silver  Lake  Bank  v.  North,  4  Johns.  Ch.,  370  ;  The  Chester 
Glass  Co.  V.  Dewey,  16  Mass.,  94,  102  ;  The  Bank  of  Genesee  v.  The 
Patchin  Bank,  3  Kern.,  309,  314  ;  Bulkley  v.  Derby  Fishing  Co.,  2 
Conn.,  252,  255 ;  Parker  v.  The  Boston  and  Maine  R.  R.,  3  Cush., 
107,  108;  AUeghany  City  v.  McClurkan  et  al.,  14  Penn.,  83;  29 
Verm.,  93.)  In  the  case  from  2d  Connecticut,  it  was  said :  "A  cor- 
porate bod}-,  by  transgressing  the  limits  of  its  charter,  may  doubtless 
incur  a  forfeiture  of  its  privileges  and  powers  ;  but  who  ever  imagined 
that  it  could  thus  acquire  immunity  to  the  prejudice  of  third  persons?  " 
It  will  be  found,  indeed,  that  such  a  doctrine  is  of  very  modern  origin. 
In  the  case  from  14th  Pennsylvania,  Coulter,  J.,  observed:  "It  is 
not  universally  true  that  a  corporation  cannot  bind  the  corporators 
beyond  what  is  expressly  authorized  in  the  charter.  There  is  a  power 
to  contract,  undoubtedly  ;  and  if  a  series  of  contracts  have  been  made, 
openly  and  palpably  within  tlie  knowledge  of  the  corporators,  the  public 
have  a  right  to  presume  that  they  are  within  the  scope  of  the  authority 
granted.  A  bank,  which  has  been  long  in  the  habit  of  doing  business 
of  a  particular  description,  would  not  be  exonerated  fiom  liability 
because  such  business  was  not  expressly  authorized  in  its  charter.  The 
object  of  all  law  is  to  promote  justice  and  honest  dealing,  when  that 
can  be  done  without  violating  principle.  I  cannot  perceive  that  any 
principle  is  violated  by  holding  a  corporation  liable  for  the  acts  of  its 
accredited  agents,  even  not  expressly  authorized,  when  these  contracts 
for  a  series  of  times  were  entered  into  publicly  and  in  such  a  manner 
as,  by  necessary  and  irresistible  implication,  to  be  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  corporators."  "  One  rule  of  law,"  he  adds,  "  is  often  met  and 
counterchecked  by  another  of  equal  force,  so  that,  although  the  cor- 
porators are,  in  general,  protected  from  unauthorized  acts  of  their 
agents,  yet,  at  the  same  time,  a  rule  of  equal  force  requires  that  they 
should  not  deceive  the  public  or  lead  them  to  trust  and  confide  in  the 
unauthorized  acts  of  their  agents.  If  they  receive  the  avails  and  value 
of  those  acts,  it  is  implicit  evidence  that  they  consented  to  and  autho- 
rized them.''    A  more  particular  discussion  of  the  authorities  on  either 
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side,  would  not  be  profitable.  The  general  question  is  one  which 
ought  to  be  considered  on  principle  ;  and  I  have  so  viewed  it,  because 
T  find  no  settled  rule  which  stands  in  the  way  of  such  an  examination. 

But  little  more  need  be  said  in  reference  to  the  particular  case  now 
before  us.  If  the  defendants  did  not  become  liable  for  the  breach  of 
their  undertaking  to  carry  the  plaintiflf,  or  of  their  duty  resulting  from 
that  undertaking,  I  can  see  no  ground  for  holding  them  accountable  as 
simple  wrongdoers.  If  their  contract  was  ultra  vires,  and  that  defence 
to  an  action  upon  it  must  be  received  as  absolute  and  peremptory  —  if 
no  principle  of  estoppel  or  rule  of  justice  can  be  urged  against  that 
defence  —  then  it  is  more  clear  that  the  simple  wrong  to  the  plaintiff's 
person  was  also  ultra  vires.  It  was  with  considerable  diflBculty  that 
the  liability  of  a  corporation  in  any  case  for  a  pure  tort  was  ever 
established ;  and  they  are  never  so  liable  except  when  engaged  in  the 
performance  of  some  dut^-  or  undertaking  in  respect  to  which  accounta- 
bilit\-  arises.  If  the  defendants'  express  undertaking  was  absolutely 
void,  so  that  no  duty  could  arise  thereupon,  the  implied  undertaking 
resulting  from  the  actual  attempt  to  carry,  the  plaintiff  as  a  passenger 
is  encountered  by  the  same  objection  ;  and  there  is  nothing  left  of  the 
transaction  except  a  pure  and  simple  tort,  committed  by  the  defendants' 
servants  while  not  engaged  in  any  business  which  could  bring  responsi- 
bilities upon  the  defendants  themselves.  I  think  it  plain  that  this 
theory  of  liability  will  not  sustain  the  plaintiff's  case. 

But  I  have  no  hesitation  in  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below, 
upon  the  principles  of  contract  and  of  duty  resulting  therefrom.  That 
the  entire  course  of  business  in  which  the  defendants  were  engaged 
could  not  be  justified  bj-  their  charters,  I  am  not  prepared  to  den}-. 
Each  of  them  was  chartered  to  build  a  railroad,  the  termini  of  which 
were  specified.  They  built  the  roads,  and  then  consolidated  their  busi- 
ness. The  common  interest  might  thus  be  promoted  ;  but  it  is  diflScult 
to  affirm  that  the  charter  of  either  authorized  its  capital  to  be  thus 
blended  with  that  of  the  other.  It  is  equally  difficult  to  hold  that  they 
had  any  rightful  authority  to  construct  or  lease  another  road  in  continu- 
ation of  the  line.  But  these  things  were  actually  done,  and  they  were 
done  openly  and  publicly.  If  these  acts  were  an  abuse  of  power,  the 
shareholders  had  ample  opportunity  to  prevent  or  arrest  the  abuse. 
But  no  complaint  from  them  has  ever  been  heard,  and  their  acquies- 
cence must  be  presumed.  If  State  sovereignties  were  wronged  by  the 
course  of  dealing  pursued,  no  interference  or  complaint  has  come  from 
that  quarter.  Conceding,  then,  that  the  defendants  might  change  the 
attitude  in  which  the^*  stood  toward  the  public,  and  return  at  an}'  time 
to  the  sphere  of  legitimate  duty,  they  could  not  revoke  past  contracts, 
the  consideration  of  which  they  had  received,  and  upon  the  performance 
of  which  they  had  entered.  They  were  bound  to  pay  their  servants 
and  laborers,  and  they  were  liable  for  the  careful  transportation  of 
freight  committed  to  their  charge.  They  could  not  invite  a  traveler 
into  their  cars,  and,  after  injuring  him  by  their  negligence,  reject  the 
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responsibilities  of  their  contract.  A  traveler  from  New  York  to  the 
Mississippi  can  hardly  be  required  to  furnish  himself  with  the  charters 
of  all  the  railroads  on  his  route,  or  to  study  a  treatise  on  the  law  of 
corporations.  The  present  case,  in  short,  plainly  falls  within  the  prin- 
ciples of  corporate  liability  herein  asserted,  and  the  defendants  must 
respond  to  that  liabilitj'.    The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Selden^..  It  was  not  strenuously  insisted  upon  the  argument  that 
SrtWflStsof  these  two  railroad  companies  in  entering  into  the  arrange- 
ment found  by  the  referee,  and  in  running  their  cars  upon  joint  account 
through  the  States  of  Ohio,  Indiana  and  Illinois,  were  authorized  by 
law ;  nor  have  I  been  able  to  find  in  the  statutes  of  those  States  any 
suflBcient  warrant  for  these  acts.  I  shall  assume,  therefore,  that  in 
undertaking  to  carry  the  plaintiff  from  Chicago,  in  the  State  of  Illinois, 
to  Toledo,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  the  defendants  exceeded  their  corporate 
powers  ;  and,  as  the  allegation  in  the  complaint,  of  carelessness  and 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  or  their  agents,  is  fully  sus- 
tained by  the  finding  of  the  referee,  the  defence  must  rest  exelusivelj- 
upon  this  want  of  power.  The  counsel  on  both  sides  have  treated  the 
action  as  founded  upon  contract,  and  in  that  aspect  of  the  ease  the 
question  arises  whether  want  of  authority  on  the  part  of  a  corporation, 
to  enter  into  any  engagement,  is  a  valid  defence  to  such  corporation 
when  sued  for  its  violation. 

This  question  has  not  until  lately  attracted  much  attention.  But  the 
recent  rapid  multiplication  of  these  artificial  bodies,  and  the  extensive 
powers  and  privileges  conferred  upon  them,  have  made  it  a  question  of 
importance.  It  has,  within  a  few  years  past,  been  repeatedlj'  presented 
to  the  courts,  both  in  this  country  and  in  England,  and  with  one  unvarj'- 
ing  result.  I  cannot,  myself,  regard  it,  therefore,  as  in  any  just  sense 
open  to  discussion.  If  questions,  which  have  been  over  and  over  again 
considered,  and  over  and  over  again  decided,  are  to  be  treated  as  still 
unsettled,  then  are  we  without  any  stable  foundation  of  law  or  justice. 
The  evils  attendant  upon  setting  legal  principles  afloat  upon  a  sea  of 
uncertainty  and  doubt,  and  causing  them  to  depend  upon  the  fluctuations 
of  individual  opinion  are  too  obvious  to  need  enumeration.  Confldence 
in  courts  is  only  to  be  retained  by  their  exhibiting  stability  in  their  own 
decisions,  and  a  becoming  respect  for  those  of  other  tribunals.  It  has 
been  so  often  and  so  uniformly  decided  that  corporations  are  not  bound 
by  contracts  which  are  clearly  ultra  vires,  that  to  hold  the  contrary 
now  would  take  the  legal  profession  by  surprise,  and  introduce  more  or 
less  confusion  into  this  important  branch  of  the  law. 

But,  while  I  protest  against  considering  this  as  an  open  question, 
and  insist  that  it  should  be  treated  as  settled  by  authority,  I  also 
maintain  that  the  numerous  decisions  on  the  subject  by  both  the 
English  and  the  American  courts,  rest  upon  a  solid  foundation  of 
reason  and  principle.  Much  of  the  apparent  force  of  the  arguments 
used  to  prove  the  contrary,  is  produced  by  substituting  entirely  false 
basis  for  those  decisions.    If  they  really  rested,  as  has  been  sometimes 
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supposed,  upon  the  ground  thai  because  corporations  are  artificial 
beings,  having  no  natural  powers,  but  only  such  as  are  conferred  upon 
them  by  law,  they  cannot  by  possibility  do  any  act  beyond  the  limits 
prescribed  by  their  charters ;  and  hence  that  no  such  act,  although 
done  by  their  agents,  in  their  name,  and  for  their  benefit,  can  be  con- 
sidered as  a  corporate  act,  but  must  in  ail  cases  be  treated  as  tlie 
personal  act  of  such  agent,  it  would,  indeed,  be  easy  to  show  their 
fallacy.  This  would  be,  as  is  justly  said,  to  attribute  to  them  a  degree 
of  perfection  that  belongs  to  no  earthly  existence,  whether  natural  or 
artiflcial.  To  present  this  as  the  true  foundation  of  the  rule,  which 
exempts  corporations  from  liability  for  their  unauthorized  acts,  is 
entirely  to  misapprehend  the  whole  doctrine  on  the  subject. 

No  court  has  ever  held  that  the  defence  of  ultra  vires  rested  upon 
any  such  ground,  as  that  the  contract  sought  to  be  enforced  could  not 
be  considered  as  an  act  of  the  corporation.  The  object  of  the  distinc- 
tion, so  frequently  drawn,  between  natural  persons  and  corporations  as 
mere  artiflcial  existences  with  no  powers  or  faculties  except  such  as  are 
derived  from  their  charters,  is  simply  to  show  that  the  latter  cannot 
legitimately  and  rightfully  exercise  an}'  powers  but  those  with  whicli 
they  are  endowed  by  the  law  which  creates  them,  and  not  that  they 
may  not  wrongfully  exceed  the  just  limits  of  those  powers.  The  case 
of  Barry  v.  The  Merchant^  Exchange  Company  (1  Sandf.  Ch.  R., 
280),  will  serve  to  illustrate  the  force  and  application  of  the  distinction. 
The  question  in  that  case  was,  whether  a  corporation,  created  for  the 
purpose  of  erecting  a  building  to  be  used  as  a  public  exchange,  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  had  power  to  borrow  money  to  enable  it  to  accom- 
plish the  object  of  the  incorporation,  no  provision  conferring  this  power 
being  contained  in  the  charter.  The  Vice-Chancellor,  in  deciding  this 
question  in  the  affirmative,  said  :  "  Every  corporation,  as  such,  has  the 
capacity  to  take  and  grant  property,  and  to  contract  obligations  in  the 
same  m,anner  as  an  individual."  This  remark  presents  one  theory  in 
regard  to  the  nature  of  corporations,  which  is,  that  unless  specially 
restrained,  they  have  the  same  power  to  bind  themselves  b}'  contract 
as  anj'  natural  person.  The  distinction  referred  to  stands  opposed  to 
this  theory,  and  is  designed  to  show,  that  as  corporations  have  no 
existence  independent  of  their  charters,  they  can,  of  course,  have  no 
pow'ers  except  such  as  are  specifically  conferred. 

When  a  corporation,  sued  for  a  breach  of  contract,  sets  up  as  a 
defence  its  own  want  of  power  to  enter  into  the  contract,  two  questions 
are  involved :  first,  whether  the  contract  was,  in  truth,  beyond  tlie 
corporate  powers ;  and,  second,  if  so,  whether  this  is  available  as  a 
defence.  It  is  only  in  reference  to  the  first  of  these  questions,  and  to 
prove  that  the  contract  was  really'  ultra  vires,  tliat  the  argument  has 
been  resorted  to,  that  a  corporation  has  no  natural  powers.  The  excess 
of  power  being  established,  the  question,  whether  this  constitutes  a 
valid  defence,  depends  upon  entirely  different  considerations. 

The  assumption,  therefore,  that  the  doctrine,  which  declares  the 
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unauthorized  contract  of  a  corporation  to  be  void,  rests  in  anj-  degree 
upon  tlie  theory  that  a  corporation  can  never  be  said  to  have  done 
anything  but  what  it  had  a  legitimate  right  to  do,  is  wholly  unwar- 
ranted ;  and,  hence,  the  irresistible  logic  with  which  it  is  shown  that 
corporations  must  necessarily  partake  of  the  imperfection  which  attaches 
to  all  created  things,  is  wholly  without  force  in  its  application  to  the 
present  case.  Corporations,  as  well  as  natural  persons,  may,  no  doubt, 
err.  They  may  exceed  their  powers  and  violate  their  charters,  and 
may  be  held  responsible  for  so  doing.  "Were  it  otherwise,  they  could 
never  be  made  liable  for  a  tort ;  nor  could  they  be  proceeded  against 
by  quo  warranto.  The  statute  which  authorizes  the  Attorney-General 
to  file  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  against  an  offend- 
ing corporation  (2  R.  S.,  583,  §  39),  assumes  that  corporations  may 
transgress  the  limits  prescribed  by  their  charters.  Subdivision  5  of  the 
section  referred  to  provides  that  the  proceeding  maj'  be  instituted 
"  whenever  it  (the  corporation)  shall  exercise  any  franchise  or  privilege 
not  conferred  upon  it  by  law." 

The  real  ground  upon  which  the  defence  of  ultra  vires  rests,  and  the 
loiTiy  one  upon  which  it  has  ever,  to  an3'  extent,  been  judicially  based, 
is,  that  the  contracts  of  corporations  which  are  unauthorized  bj-  their 
charters  are  to  be  regarded  as  illegal,  and,  therefore,  void.  There  are 
three  classes  of  illegal  contracts,  viz. :  those  which  are  mala  in  se,  i.  e., 
which  embrace  something  which  the  law  deems  in  and  of  itself  criminal 
or  immoral ;  2d,  those  which  violate  the  provisions  of  some  statute,  and 
are  hence  called  mala  prohibita ;  and,  3d,  those  which  contravene 
some  principle  of  public  policy.  Corporations  may  make  contracts 
falling  within  either  of  the  two  first  of  these  classes,  and  such  contracts 
are  no  doubt  subject  to  the  same  rules  as  if  made  by  individuals.  Of 
course,  where  the  only  objection  to  the  contract  of  a  corporation  is  that 
it  exceeds  the  corporate  powers,  it  cannot  be  considered  as  malum  in 
se;  and  although,  in  this  State,  where  we  have  a  statute  (1  R.  S.,  600, 
§  3),  expressly  enacting  that  no  corporation  shall  exercise  any  corporate 
powers  except  such  as  their  charters  confer,  the  contrary  might,  with 
much  plausibilitj',  be  contended^  I  shall,  nevertheless,  concede,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  such  contracts  do  not  belong  to  the  class 
styled  mala  prohibita. 

But  the  contracts  of  corporations  which  are  not  authorized  by  .their 
charters  are  illegal,  because  they  are  made  in  contravention  of  public 
policy.  That  contracts  which  do  in  reality  contravene  any  principle 
of  public  policy  are  illegal  and  void,  is  not  and  cannot  be  denied.  The 
doctrine  is  universal.  There  is  no  exception.  Although  the  unau- 
thorized contract  may  be  neither  m,alum  in  se  nor  malum  prohibitum, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  may  be  for  some  benevolent  or  worthy  object,  as 
to  build  an  almshouse  or  a  college,  or  to  purchase  and  distribute  tracts 
or  books  of  instruction,  yet,  if  it  is  a  violation  of  public  policy  for 
corporations  to  exercise  powers  which  have  never  been  granted  to 
them,  such  contracts,  notwithstanding  their  praiseworthy  nature,  are 
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Illegal  and  void.  Those,  therefore,  who  hold  that  corporations  are 
liable  upon  their  contracts,  notwithstanding  they  were  made  without 
authority,  are  forced  to  contend  that  no  principle _of_£ublic_policy  is 
violated  by  such  contracts.  This  is  the  ground  which  they  do  take, 
and  which,  it  is  obvious,  they  must  necessarily  take,  in  order  to  sustain 
their  position.  Here,  then,  we  have  an_issue  made  up,  which,  if  I  am 
right,  is  decisive  of  the  question  under  consideration. 

What,  then,  is  the  argument,  by  which  it  is  sought  to  be  shown  that 
there  is  no  principle  of  public  policy  involved  in  this  question  of  the 
liability  of  corporations  for  their  unauthorized  acts  ?  It  is  said  that  a 
private  corporation  is  simplj-  a  chartered  partnership,  possessing  certain 
attributes  conferred  by  its  charter  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it  thf, 
more  conveniently  to  transact  its  business  :  that,  even  in  unincorporatea 
partnerships,  the  articles  of  copartnership  always  specify  the  objects  o( 
the  association ;  and  that,  when  such  associations  choose  to  become 
incorporated,  those  objects  are,  for  the  same  reason,  specified  in  the 
charter :  tliat.  the  charter  simplj'  takes  the  place  in  this  respect  of  the 
articles  of  agreement,  in  the  case  of  an  unincorporated  partnership : 
that,  as  the  objects  of  such  associations,  although  incorporated,  are  of 
a  private  nature,  there  is  no  question  of  public  policy  involved  ;  and 
that  no  public  interest  requires  that  the  transactions  of  the  corporation 
should  be  kept  within  its  chartered  limits. 

If  we  admit  the  soundness  of  this  argument,  and  assume  that  the 
directors  of  a  corporation  are  not  under  an^'  public  obligation  to  keep 
within  their  chartered  powers,  but  are  to  be  regarded  simply  as  the 
agents  of  the  corporators,  so  that  any  excess  of  power  on  their  part 
amounts  simply  to  a  breach  of  trust  towards  their  principals,  it  would 
not  follow  that  the  corporation  is  liable  upon  its  unauthorized  contracts. 
But  I  apprehend  there  are  serious  objections  to  this  view  of  the  nature 
of  corporations,  and  of  the  effect  of  their  charters.  In  the  first  place, 
if  there  is  m^gublicjnterestjiivolved,  how  is  it  possible  to  justify  the 
creation  of  private  corporationsat  all  ?  Such  corporations  are  endowed 
with  valuable  franchises  and  privileges,  which  give  them  great  advan- 
tages over  mere  private  citizens,  whether  individual  or  associated. 
The  grant  of  such  privileges  upon  the  principles  for  which  some  of  my 
associates  contend,  would  be  a  pure  piece  of  legislative  favoritism, 
which  should  be  indignantly  condemned.  In  this  country,  if  in  no 
other,  it  is  held  to  be  the  dutj-  of  government  to  protect  the  people  in 
the  enjoyment  of  equal  rights  and  privileges,  and  not  to  use  its  power 
for  the  special  benefit  of  its  favorites.  Every  privilege  or  advantage 
given  to  one  man  or  set  of  men  is  necessarily  at  the  expense  of  others  ; 
and  it  is  against  the  fundamental  principles  of  our  government  that 
this  should  be  done,  unless  required  by  interests  of  a  public  nature. 
No  doubt  these  principles  are  frequently  violated,  and  corporate  powers 
and  privileges  are  conferred  which  no  public  interest  demands ;  but, 
nevertheless,  such  interest  is  the  ostensible  reason  for  the  grant  in 
every  case. 
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Take,  for  instance,  the  very  class  of  corporations  in  question  here, 
viz.,  railroad  corporations,  which  are  raere  private  associations,  organ- 
ized by  their  members  with  a  view  to  their  personal  profit  and  emolu- 
ment ;  and  yet  their  creation  is  considered  so  much  a  matter  of  public 
interest  as  to  invoke  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  b^-  which  the 
property  necessary  for  their  purposes  is  forcibly  taken  from  its  owners 
as  for  a  public  use.  The  same  is  true  of  telegraph  and  plankroad 
incorporations.  But,  although  the, interest  of  the  public  in  the  creation 
of  corporations  of  this  class  is  made  a  little  more  obvious  by  the 
necessity  which  exists  of  taking  from  others  property  which  is  specific 
and  tangible,  for  the  purposes  of  the  corporation,  yet  the  same  principle 
applies  to  all  corporations ;  for  in  all  some  value,  corporeal  or  incor- 
poreal, is  taken  from  a  portion  of  the  community  and  given  to  the 
corporators. 

Will  it  be  said  that,  although  the  public  have  an  interest  in  the 
creation  of  corporations,  it  has  none  in  the  precise  extent  of  the 
powers  conferred,  and  that  no  public  policj'  is  concerned  in  their  being 
strictly  confined  to  the  exercise  of  such  powers?  It  is,  bbviousl3',  im- 
possible to  support  such  a  position.  The  franchises  and  privileges 
given  to  corporations  belong  to  the  public ;  and  it  would  be  just  as 
reasonable,  and  just  as  logical,  to  contend  that,  under  a  patent  for  one 
hundred  acres  of  land,  the  patentee  might  take  possession  of  two 
hundred  without  infringing  any  public  interest.  Every  additional 
power  given  to,  or  usurped  b}',  a  corporation,  extends  its  advantages 
over  persons  unincorporated.  If  a  bank  is  permitted  to  trade  in  mer- 
chandise, it  comes  in  competition  with  others  so  emplo3-ed.  If  a  rail- 
road company  is  allowed  to  build  and  sail  ships,  it  comes  in  competition 
with  those  engaged  in  commerce ;  and  so  of  every  other  branch  of 
business. 

The  importance  of  limiting  corporate  bodies  to  the  exercise  of  those 
powers,  and  the  enjoyment  of  those  privileges  and  fi-anchises,  which 
have  been  specifically  conferred  upon  them,  must,  I  think,  be  obvious. 
They  are  rapidly  multiplying.  TJbeir  privileges  give  them  decided 
advantages  over  mere  private,  unincorporated  partnerships.  They 
have  large  capitals  and  numerous  agents,  and  are  capable  of  entering 
into  combinations  with  each  other.  Thej-  are  not  onl^-  formidable  to 
individuals,  but  might  even,  under  some  circumstances,  become  for- 
midable to  the  State.  They  are,  or  should  be,  created,  as  we  have 
seen,  for  public  reasons  alone ;  and  the  legislature  is  presumed,  in 
every  instance,  to  have  carefullj'  considered  the  public  interest,  and  to 
have  granted  just  so  much  power,  and  so  man}'  peculiar  privileges,  as 
those  interests  are  supposed  to  i-equire.  This  reasoning  is  confirmed  b}' 
the  action  of  the  legislature,  in  expressly  prohibiting  corpoi-ations  from 
exercising  any  powers  not  granted  to  them.  (1  R.  S.,  600,  §  3,  supra.) 
By  making  this  principle  of  the  common  law  the  subject  of  an  express 
and  positive  enactment,  the  legislature  has  shown  that  it  considered 
this  restriction  upon  corporations  to  be  a  matter  of  public  interest  and 
importance. 


BISSELL  V.   MICHIGAN  SOUTHERN,  ETC.   RAILEOAD   COS.         293 

The  fact  that  a  mere  excess  of  power  on  the  part  of  a  corporation, 
by  the  assumption  of  privileges  not  conferred,  affords  ground  for  a  qua 
warranto,  is  in  itself  proof  that  the  public  has  an  interest  in  keeping 
such  bodies  within  the  limits  of  their  charters.  But  it  is  said,  that  the 
proceeding  by  qva  warranto  is  of  a  purely  civil  nature,  designed  solely, 
to  try  a  mere  civil  right,  and  that  it  in  no  manner  assumes  that  any 
public  right  or  interest  has  been  infringed.  Upon  this  position  I  talie 
issue.  In  the  first  place,  the  assertion  derives  no  support  from,  if  it  is 
not  in  direct  conflict  with,  the  legislative  enactments  on  the  subject. 
Not  one  of  the  provisions  of  the  section  by  which  the  Attornej--General 
is  authoriized  to  institute  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto, 
contemplates  injurj-  to  anj-  private  right  as  the  ground  of  the  proceed- 
ing. He  is  authorized  to  act  in  the  following  cases,  viz. .  Whenever  a 
corporation  shall  ''  1st,  Offend  against  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  act 
ov  acts  creating,  altering  or  renewing  such  corporation  ;  or,  2d,  Violate 
the  provisions  of  an3'  law,  by  which  such  corporation  shall  have  forfeited 
its  charter  by  misuser ;  or,  3d,  Whenever  it  shall  have  forfeited  its 
privileges  and  franchises  by  non-user  ;  or,  4th,  Whenever  it  shall  have 
done  or  omitted  any  acts  which  amount  to  a  surrender  of  its  corporate 
rights,  privileges  and  franchises ;  or,  5th,  Whenever  it  shall  exercise 
an^•  franchise  or  privilege  not  conferred  upon  it  by  law."  (2  R.  S., 
583,  §  39.) 

Not  one  of  these  subdivisions  contemplates  a  case  of  injury  to  the 
private  interests  of  stockholders.  Thej'  all,  without  exception,  relate 
to  violations,  not  of  individual  rights,  but  of  public  law.  These  pro- 
visions, therefore,  stronglj-,  and,  as  I  think,'  conclusivelj-  repel  the 
idea,  that  a  quo  warranto  is  a  mere  civil  remedj',  the  object  of  which 
is  to  redress  or  prevent  a  private  injury-.  The  proceeding  is  not  only 
public  and  quasi  criminal  in  form,  but  is  not  in  its  nature  adapted  to 
the  enforcement  of  anj'  mere  private  right.  The  rights  of  stockholders 
in  corporations  are  abundantly  protected  against  every  unauthoiized 
assumption  of  power,  or  an^'  breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  their 
managing  ofHcers.  If  the  violation  of  duty  or  breach  of  trust  is  only 
threatened,  a  court  of  equity  will  prevent  it  bj'  injunction,  and  if  com- 
mitted will  afford  the  proper  redress.  There  is  neither  occasion  for, 
nor  propriety  in,  a  resort  to  the  proceedings  by  quo  warranto  for  any 
mere  private  purpose,  and  I  hazard  nothing  in  saying  that  such  is  not 
the  nature  of  that  proceeding.  If  this  conclusion  is  right,  it  inevitably 
follows  that  the  assumption  of  any  unauthorized  power  by  a  corporation 
is  a  violation  of  public  policy  and  public  right,  and  therefore  illegal. 

This,  then,  is  the  true  foundation  of  the  defence  we  are  considering. 
It  is  permitted  upon  the  same  principle  and  for  the  same  reason  that  a 
private  individual  is  permitted  to  plead  his  own  illegal  act,  as  a  defence 
to  a  suit  brought  to  enforce  a  contract  which  public  policy  forbids, 
viz.  :  to  discourage  and  restrain  such  violations  of  law.  There  are,  no 
doubt,  cases  in  which  a  corporation  would  be  estopped  from  setting  up 
this  defence,  although  its  contract  might  have  been  really  unauthorized 
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It  would  not  be  available  in  a  suit  brought  by  a  bona  fide  indorsee  of  a 
negotiable  promissory  note,  provided  the  corporation  was  authorized  to 
give  notes  for  any  purpose  ;  and  the  reason  is,  that  the  corporation,  by 
giving  the  note,  has  virtually  represented  that  it  was  given  for  some 
legitimate  purpose,  and  the  indorsee  could  not  be  presumed  to  know 
the  contrarj'.  The  note,  however,  if  given  bj'  a  corporation  absolutely 
prohibited  by  its  charter  from  giving  notes  at  all,  would  be  voidable 
not  onl}'  in  the  hands  of  the  original  paj'ee,  but  in  those  of  any  subse- 
quent holder ;  because  all  persons  dealing  with  a  corporation  are  bound 
to  take  notice  of  the  extent  of  its  chartered  powers. 

The  same  principle  is  applicable  to  contracts  not  negotiable.  Where 
the  want  of  power  is  apparent  upon  comparing  the  act  done  with  the 
terms  of  the  charter,  the  party  dealing  with  the  corporation  is  presumed 
to  have  knowledge  of  the  defect,  and  the  defence  of  ultra  vires  is 
available  against  him.  But  such  a  defence  would  not  be  permitted  to 
prevail  against  a  party  who  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  had  any 
knowledge  of  the  want  of  authority  to  make  the  contract.  Hence,  if 
the  question  of  power  depends  not  merely  upon  the  law  under  which 
the  corporation  acts,  but  upon  the  existence  of  certain  extrinsic  facts, 
resting  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  corporate  oflScers,  then 
the  corporation  would,  I  apprehend,  be  estopped  from  denying  that 
which,  by  assuming  to  make  the  contract,  it  had  virtually  aflflrmed. 

A  question  analogous  to  this  arises,  where  public  officers  who  have 
done  something  in  contravention  of  the  statute  under  which  they  act, 
are  afterwards  sought  to  be  estopped  from  setting  up  that  their  act  was 
unauthorized.  It  was  insisted  bj'  counsel  in  the  case  of  Regina  v. 
White  (4  Ad.  &  El.,  N.  S.,  101),  that  for  public  reasons,  officers  so 
situated  were  not  estopped ;  but  Lord  Denman  said,  "We  have  held 
that  this  is  true  onlj'  of  a  statute  the  contents  of  which  are  publicly 
known;  such  a  statute  is  to  have  effect  whatever. dealings  may  take 
place  ;  but  when  the  persons  acting,  whether  trustees  for  public  pur- 
poses or  not,  have  done  anj'  act  which  was  not  known  to  the  parties 
with  whom  they  were  afterwards  dealing,  such  an  act  cannot  prevent 
the  estoppel  arising  from  that  subsequent  dealing."  This  doctrine, 
which  was  also  held  in  the  case  of  Doe,  ex  dem.  Levy  v.  Some  (3  Ad. 
&  El.,  N.  S.,  757),  will  be  found,  when  carefully  examined,  to  sustain 
the  exception  which  I  have  suggested  in  the  case  of  corporations. 
But,  aside  from  these  exceptional  cases,  it  is,  in  my  judgment,  not 
only  entirely  clear  upon  principle,  but  abundantly  settled  by  authority, 
that  the  contract  of  a  corporation,  if  unauthorized  by  its  charter,  is  an 
illegal  contract,  and  that  the  corporation  is  not  estopped  from  setting 
np  this  illegality  in  defence  to  an  action  brought  upon  it. 

In  referring  to  the  cases  which  support  these  views,  I  will  notice  the 
English  cases  first. 

[After  commenting  on  various  cases,] 

The  position  then  occupied  by  some  of  my  associates  is  this :  They 
admit  that  the  shareholders  in  a  corporation  have  a  right  to  restrain  its 
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directors  or  managers,  as  their  trustees  or  agents,  from  entering  into 
any  contract  not  authorized  by  the  charter,  or  from  carrying  such  con- 
tract into  effect  if  made  ;  and  yet  they  hold  that  the  directors  are  liable, 
not  in  their  individual,  but  their  corporate  character,  to  the  partj-  with 
whom  the  contract  is  made  for  not  carrying  it  into  effect.  It  is  diflScult 
to  see  how  these  two  propositions  can  stand  together.  The  directors 
are  the  mere  representatives  of  the  corporators.  The  latter  constitute 
the  corporation.  Hence,  by  the  two  propositions  just  stated,  it  is 
maintained,  that  the  corporators  have  a  legal  right  to  enjoin  their 
representatives  against  the  performance  of  a  contract,  which  they 
themselves  are  legally  bound  to  perform ;  in  other  words,  they  are 
liable  for  damages,  because  their  representatives  have  not  performed 
a  contract,  which  they  had  a  right  to  restrain  those  representatives 
from  performing.  This  can  hardly  be.  It  would  seem  to  be  a  legal 
impossibility.  One  or  the  other  of  these  propositions  must,  I  think,  be 
false.  Either  it  must  be  denied  that  the  shareholders  can  invoke  the 
aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  prevent  the  performance  of  a  contract  entered 
into  by  the  directors,  which  the  charter  does  not  authorize  —  a  principle 
established  by  numerous  authorities  —  or  it  must  be  admitted  that  they 
are  not  liable  for  the  refusal  or  neglect  of  the  directors  to  perform  it. 
It  might  be  otherwise  if  it  could  be  shown  either  that  persons  dealing 
with  corporations  are  not  presumed  to  know  the  extent  of  the  powers 
conferred  by  the  charter,  or  that  the  corporators  can  be  presumed  to 
have  authorized  the  directors  to  transcend  those  powers.  But  the 
contrary  is  the  rule  in  respect  to  both. 

It  would  seem  to  follow  that  if  we  look  upon  the  unauthorized  con- 
tracts of  corporate  ofHcers  as  mere  breaches  of  trust,  and  nothing  more, 
the  corporation  is  not  bound  by  them.  This  however  is  not  the  ground 
upon  which  I  have  been  endeavoring  to  maintain  that  corporations  are 
exempt  from  liabilitj'  upon  their  contracts  which  are  ultra  vires  /  nor 
is  it  the  ground  upon  which  such  defences  have  in  general  been 
sustained  in  suits  brought  by  third  persons  against  corporations  upon 
such  contracts.  I  shall  therefore  proceed  further  to  show  from  the 
authorities  that  such  contracts  are  illegal  and  void  for  public  reasons, 
entirely  irrespective  of  the  fact  that  they  constitute  breaches  of  trust 
bowards  the  shareholders. 
[The  learned  judge  here  commented  on  various  decisions.  —  Ed.j 
The  strength  of  the  opposing  views  consists  in  the  alleged  injustice 
of  permitting  a  corporation  to  avoid  obligations  by  pleading  its  own 
want  of  power  to  incur  them.  But  it  should  be  remembered,  that  this 
argument  is  just  as  applicable  to  the  case  of  an  individual  who  sets  up 
the  illegality  of  his  own  contract,  and  thus  shields  himself  from  respon- 
sibility upon  it,  as  to  that  of  a  corporation.  If  it  be  said,  that  in  the 
case  of  illegal  contracts  between  individuals,  each  party  is  a  participator 
in  the  guilt,  and  hence  the  law  will  not  interpose  to  protect  either ;  this 
Is  equally  true  in  respect  to  the  unauthorized  contracts  of  corporations. 
Their  powers  are  prescribed  by  statute,  and  every  one  who  deals  with 
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them  is  presumed  to  know  the  extent  of  these  powers.  Where  the 
circumstances  are  such  that  this  presumption  cannot  arise,  as  where 
the  want  of  power  is  not  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  statute,  but 
depends  upon  the  existence  of  some  extrinsic  fact  known  to  the  cor- 
poration, but  not  the  party  dealing  with  it,  it  has  been  already  conceded 
that  the  corporation  would  be  estopped  from  setting  up  that  its  contract 
was  ultra  vires. 

But  the  injustice  which  can  ever  accrue  to  individuals  from  permit- 
ting the  defence  in  question,  is  trifling,  under  the  law  as  now  settled, 
compared  with  the  importance  to  the  public  of  keeping  corporations 
within  their  chartei-ed  limits.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  this 
court,  that  where  corporations,  by  means  of  contracts  or  engagements 
prohibited  by  law,  i.  e.,  which  are  unauthorized  by  their  charters,  have 
obtained  from  other  persons  any  monej'  or  other  thing  of  value,  while 
the  contract  itself  is  void  and  can  never  be  enforced,  the  corpora- 
tion maj'  nevertheless  be  compelled,  in  a  suit  brought  in  disaflSrmance 
of  the  contract  and  founded  upon  the  equities  of  the  case,  to  restore 
what  it  has  obtained.  This  rule  removes  from  corporations  all  tempta- 
tion to  engage  in  illegal  transactions  ;  and  while  it  tends  thus  to  promote 
the  public  policj^  of  the  State,  it  at  the  same  time  protects  individuals 
from  any  gross  injustice. 

My  conclusion,  therefore,  is,  that  the  contract  of  the  defendants  tp 
transport  the  plaintiffs  from  Chicago  to  Toledo  was  illegal  and  void, 
they  having,  as  we  have  seen,  no  power  under  their  charters  to  enter 
into  the  engagement  for  running  their  cars  on  joint  account  between 
those  two  places.  It  does  not  follow,  however,  that  the}-  are  not  liable 
to  the  plaintiflF  in  this  action.  The  complaint  is  founded  upon  the  duty 
which  rested  upon  the  defendants,  growing  out  of  the  relation  in  which 
they  stood  to  the  plaintiff,  to  take  care  that  he  should  not  be  injured 
by  their  negligence.  If  this  duty  could  only  arise  out  of  some  contract 
between  the  parties,  then  the  conclusion  arrived  at  would  be  fatal  to 
the  recovery.  The  contract  actually  made  by  the  defendants  to  trans- 
port the  plaintiff  can  form  no  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  and'be  must 
recover,  if  at  all,  irrespective  of  that  contract. 

It  is  said  that  if  the  contract  was  ultra  vires  and  the  corporation  is 
protected  from  all  responsibility  for  its  violation  on  that  ground,  it 
must  be  equally  free  from  responsibility  for  an  injury  inflicted  while 
attempting  to  perform  it.  But  this,  T  apprehend,  by  no  means  follows, 
though  it  is  probably  true  so  far  as  the  duty  to  observe  due  care  grew 
out  of  the  contract.  The  plaintiff's  claim,  however,  rests  not  upon  his 
contract,  but  upon  the  right  which  every  man  has  to  be  protected  from 
injury  through  the  carelessness  of  others.  It  has  the  same  legal  founda- 
tion as  that  of  one  who  has  been  injured  by  the  negligent  driving  of 
some  person  upon  the  public  highway,  or  who  has  been  run  over  by  a 
train  of  cars,  when  crossing  the  railroad  track.  The  duty  to  observe 
care  in  these  cases  arises,  not  upon  any  contract,  but  from  the  obliga- 
vion  which  rests  upon  all  persons,  whether  natural  or  artificial,  so 
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to  conduct  as  not  through   their  negligence   to  inflict  injury  upon 
others. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  cite  authorities  to  show  that  corporations  are 
liable  for  the  culpable  negligence  of  their  servants  or  agents  while 
engaged  in  the  business  of  the  corporation,  in  the  same  manner  as 
individuals  are  liable  for  the  negligence  of  themselves  or  their  servants. 
It  will  scarcely  be  doubted  that  if  the  defendants'  cars,  through  the 
carelessness  of  their  employees,  had  run  over  the  plaintiff,  while  passing 
upon  a  highway  across  the  track  of  any  portion  of  the  road  used  by 
them,  the  corporation  would  have  been  liable.  They  could  not  set  up 
that  having  no  power  to  run  their  cars  beyond  the  limits  prescribed  by 
their  respective  charters,  all  acts  outside  of  those  limits  must  be  regarded 
as  the  acts  of  the  individuals  performing  them,  and  not  of  the  corpora- 
tion. We  have  already  seen  that  corporations  may  exceed  their  powers 
and  may  perform  unauthorized  acts,  and  incur  responsibilities  thereby. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  all  that  was  done  under  the  arrangement  between 
the  defendants,  found  by  the  referee,  unauthorized  and  contrary  to 
law,  is  nevertheless  to  be  treated  as  done  by  the  corporations  them- 
selves. The  business  was  carried  on  under  the  direction  of  their 
managing  oflBcers,  with  their  property  and  for  their  benefit,  and  they 
cannot  now  be  heard  to  deny  that  it  was  done  by  them.  It  follows 
that  at  least  in  respect  to  all  persons  with  whom  they  had  no  conven- 
tional relations,  their  responsibilities  would  be  precisel3'  the  same  as  if 
the  business  in  which  they  were  engaged  was  lawful. 

To  test  the  liability  of  the  defendants,  therefore,  in  this  case,  it  is 
necessary  to  inquire  what  would  be  the  responsibility  of  railroad 
companies  in  general  towards  persons  sitting  in  their  cars,  but  whom 
they  have  made  no  contract  to  transport.  This  must  depend  upon  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  individuals  had  entered  the  cars.  If 
they  were  there  as  mere  trespassers,  without  shadow  of  right,  the  com- 
pany would  not,  perhaps,  be  responsible  for  any  injury  they  might 
sustain,  through  the  negligence  of  its  servants.  But  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  entry  into  and  remaining  in  the  cars,  was  with  the  assent, 
express  or  implied,  of  the  company,  and  injury  should  result  from  the 
negligence  of  the  latter  or  its  agents,  the  company  would,  I  think,  be 
responsible.  It  was  held  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Nolton  v.  Tht 
Western  Railroad,  Corporation  (15  N.  Y.,  444),  that  when  a  railroad 
company  voluntarily  undertakes  to  carry  a  passenger  upon  their  road, 
although  without  compensation,  if  such  passenger  is  injured  by  the 
culpable  negligence  of  the  agents  of  the  company,  the  latter  is  liable,  in 
the  absence  of  any  express  agreement  exempting  it.  The  principle  of 
that  case  is  applicable  to  this.  Although  here,  if  we  lay  aside  the 
contract,  there  was  no  undertaking  to  transport  the  plaintiff,  either 
with  or  without  compensation  ;  yet  this  can  make  no  difference,  as  the 
liability  in  such  cases  arises,  not  from  any  contract  express  or  implied, 
but  from  the  universal  obligation  of  all  persons  to  avoid  injury  to  others 
through  their  negligence. 


298  BISSELL  V.   MICHIGAN   SOUTHERN,  ETC.  KAILEOAD  COS. 

Suppose,  while  standing  upon  your  own  premises,  you  accidentally, 
but  through  sheer  carelessness,  discharge  a  gun  and  wound  a  person 
walking  upon  the  highway,  you  are  clearly  liable  for  the  injury.  If  the 
person  injured,  instead  of  being  upon  the  highwaj',  were  in  j'our  own 
house  with  your  assent,  would  not  your  liability  be  the  same  ?  No  one 
can  doubt  it.  Suppose,  then,  instead  of  being  in  a  house  with  the 
owner's  assent,  the  individual  is  in  the  car  of  a  railroad  companj-  with 
the  consent  of  the  companj',  would  he  not  have  the  same  right  to  im- 
munity from  injury  through  the  negligence  of  the  company  or  its  agents  ? 
This  is  self-evident.  The  company  might  not  be  liable  in  such  a  case 
for  the  careless  discharge  of  a  gun  hy  one  of  its  servants,  because  using 
the  gun  would  be  no  part  of  the  servant's  duty  to  his  employers.  But 
if,  through  the  carelessness  of  the  engineer,  the  boiler  of  the  engine 
should  burst,  and  injury  should  ensue,  the  liability  of  the  company 
would  be  clear.  So,  if  tlie  injury  arose  from  a  collision,  running  off 
the  track,  or  any  such  cause. 

It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  question  of  responsibility  for 
injuries  sustained  from  negligence,  when  the  person  injured  is  within 
the  domain  or  upon  the  premises  of  the  party  guilty  of  the  negligence, 
turns  upon  the  inquiry  whether  he  is  there  lawfully  or  as  a  trespasser. 
It  is  true  that  when  the  negligence  occurs  in  the  course  of  the  perform- 
ance of  some  gratuitous  service  by  the  party  guilty  of  the  negligence, 
for  the  party  injured,  the  former  is  only  liable  for  gross  negligence ; 
but  no  question  on  this  subject  arises  in  the  present  case,  as  the  proof 
in  that  respect  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  such  as  to  support  the 
judgment,  since  nothing  appears  to  the  contrary. 

Was  the  plaintiff,  then,  in  the  defendants'  cars  as  a  mere  trespasser, 
or  was  he  there  lawfully,  as  between  him  and  the  defendants.  To  this 
question  there  can  be  but  one  answer.  The  defendants  can  never 
allege  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  their  cars  as  a  trespasser,  when  he  was 
there  by  their  express  assent.  The  contract  between  him  and  the 
company,  it  is  trne,  for  reasons  of  policy  could  not  be  enforced.  The 
defendants  might  at  any  time  have  repudiated  it,  and  required  the 
plaintiff  to  leave  the  cars;  and  if  he  refused  might  thereafter  have 
treated  him  as  a  trespasser.  But  neither  his  entry  into  the  cars,  nor 
his  remaining  there  until  required  to  leave,  could  ever  be  regarded  by 
the  defendants  as  an  infringement  upon  their  legal  rights. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  by  consenting  to  travel  in  the  defend- 
ants' cars  became  a  participator  in  their  unlawful  conduct,  and  hence 
is  not  entitled  to  recover ;  but  for  this  position  there  is  not  a  shadow 
of  authority.  The  law  offended  against  by  entering  into  the  illegal 
contract  in  this  case,  is  a  law  of  restriction  upon  the  defendants  and 
not  upon  the  plaintiff.  The  implied  prohibitions  which  were  violated 
rested  solely  upon  them.  There  was  no  law  prohibiting  the  plaintiff 
from  traveling  in  their  cars.  I  have  already  adverted  to  the  rule  that 
where  the  illegality  of  the  contract  consists  in  the  violation  of  some 
law,  the  prohibitions  of  which  are  aimed  at  one  of  the  parties  only,  the 
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other  party  is  to  be  treated  as  comparatively  innocent,  and  may  have 
relief  against  the  more  guilty  party  even  in  an  action  ex  contractu. 
If,  then,  he  is  entitled  to  enforce  a  mere  equity  against  the  other  party 
a  fortiori  may  he  claim  redress  for  injuries  consequent  upon  their 
tortious  acts.  He  is  so  far  regarded  as  particeps  criminis,  that  he  for- 
feits the  whole  benefit  of  his  contract.  He  could  not  recover  for  any 
failure  of  the  company  to  transport  him  in  due  time  or  to  transport 
him  at  all,  whatever  damages  he  might  thereby  sustain ;  but  he  cannot 
be  said,  like  an  outlawed  felon,  to  have  caput  lupinum  and  thus  to  be 
liable  to  be  knocked  on  the  head  like  a  wolf  or  to  have  his  limbs  broken 
with  impunity.  (4  Bl.  Com.  320.)  Upon  these  grounds  I  think  the 
recovery  was  right,  and  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Clekke,  J.,  delivered  an  opinion  for  affirmance  on  the  ground  last 
stated  by  Selden,  J.  Denio,  J.,  was  for  reversal ;  all  the  other  judges 
were  for  affirmance,  but  without  passing  upon  the  questions  discussed 
by  CoMSTOCK,  Ch.  J.,  and  Selden^.  .  u| 


r^'^ 


^r^    •    7  '  Judgment  affirmed. 
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I) 


The  plaintiff  is  a  Maine  corporation,  created  under  a  special  law  of 
that  state,  passed  in  1853,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  gas  for  the 
lighting  of  the  streets  and  buildings  in  the  city  of  Bath.  The  United 
Gas,  Fuel  and  Light  Company  is  a  Maine  corporation,  organized  in 
1888,  under  a  general  law  of  that  state. 

On  November  10, 1888,  the  plaintiff  company  executed  to  the  LTnited, 
&c..  Company  a  lease  of  its  property  and  franchises  for  the  term  of 
twenty-five  years  from  November  1, 1888,  at  an  annual  rent  of  $2500, 
which  the  lessee  covenanted  to  pay  in  semi-annual  payments  on  the 
first  day  of  May  and  the  first  day  of  November  in  each  year,  and  also 
the  taxes  assessed  during  the  term.  Provision  was  made  for  the  pay- 
ment by  the  lessor  to  the  lessee,  at  the  expiration  of  the  term,  of  the 
value  of  any  .improvements  or  extensions  made  by  the  lessee,  and  it 
was  also  provided  that  the  lessee  should  give  to  the  lessor  a  satisfac- 
tory bond  for  the  faithful  performance  by  the  lessee  of  its  covenants 
in  the  lease.  In  pursuance  of  the  provision  last  mentioned,  the  United 
Gas,  Fuel  and  Light  Company,  on  the  same  day,  executed  a  bond  with 
the  defendants  John  Claffy  and  John  T.  Rowland  as  sureties,  con- 
ditioned for  the  faithful  performance  by  the  company  of  the  cove- 
nants in  its  behalf  contained  in  the  lease,  which  bond  was  delivered 
to  and  accepted  by  the  plaintiff.  The  sureties  were  interested  in  the 
1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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United  Gas,  Fuel  and  Light  Company  as  stockholders,  and  Claffy 
(the  appellant)  was  also  a  director.  The  lessee  immediately,  upon  the 
execution  of  the  lease,  entered  into  possession  of  the  demised  pro- 
perty and  paid  the  rent  up  to  the  1st  day  of  November,  1889,  but  de- 
faulted in  the  semi-annual  payment  due  May  1st,  1890,  and  on  the 
2d  day  of  August,  1890  (the  rent  remaining  unpaid),  the  plaintifE 
re-entered  and  took  possession  of  the  demised  property  under  a  pro- 
vision of  the  lease  which  authorized  the  lessor  to  enter  and  expel  the 
lessee  on  failing  to  pay  rent.  The  entry  also  was,  as  may  be  in- 
ferred,  with  the  consent  and,  indeed,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  officers 
of  the  lessee.  This  action  was  brought  on  the  bond  against  the  lessee 
and  the  sureties  to  recover  as  damages  the  rent  which  fell  due  May  1, 
1890,  and  the  proportionate  rent  from  that  date  up  to  August  2d,  1890, 
and  taxes  which  had  been  assessed  against  the  property  during  its 
occupation  by  the  lessee,  which  it  had  failed  to  pay. 

The  defendant  Claffy  alone  appeared  and  defended  the  action.  His 
sole  defence  to  the  general  claim  is  that  the  lease  was  ultra  vires, 
illegal  and  void,  because  (as  is  conceded)  it  was  made  without  legis, 
lative  sanction. 

The  court  below  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  Claffy 
appealed. 

Abram  J.. Rose,  L.  Laflin  Kellogg,  and  Alfred  C.  Pette,  for  appellant 

James  McKeen,  for  respondent. 

Andbews,  C.  J. 

There  are  some  propositions  pertaining  to  the  general  subject  which 
are  beyond  dispute.  One  is,  that  a  contract  by  a  corporation  to  do 
an  immoral  thing,  or  for  any  immoral  purpose,  or,  to  use  a  convenient 
expression,  a  contract  malum  in  se,  is  void  and  gives  no  right  of  action. 
The  doctrine,  however,  is  not  peculiar  to  contracts  of  corporations. 
It  has  its  root  in  the  universal  principle  that  persons  shall  not  stipu- 
late for  iniquity.  Another  principle  of  general  recognition  is  that  a 
corporation  cannot  enter  into  or  bind  itself  by  a  contract  which  is  ex. 
pressly  prohibited  by  its  charter  or  by  statute,  and  in  the  application 
of  this  principle  it  is  immaterial  that  the  contract,  except  for  the  pro- 
hibition, would  be  lawful.  No  one  is  permitted  to  justify  an  act 
which  the  legislature  within  its  constitutional  power  has  declared  shall 
not  be  performed.  The  series  of  cases  in  this  state,  known  as  the 
Utica  insurance  cases,  afford  an  apt  illustration.  It  was  held  that  the 
restraining  acts  which  prohibited  the  exercise  of  banking  powers, 
including  the  discount  of  paper,  by  other  than  banking  corporations, 
rendered  void  securities  taken  on  such  discount  by  corporations  not 
possessing  banking  powers,  and  this,  although  the  object  of  the  re- 
straining laws  seems  to  have  been  the  protection  of  the  chartered 
banks  in  the  monopoly  of  banking. 
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But  in  not  infrequent  instances  corporations  enter  into  unauthorized 
contracts,  which  are  neither  mala  in  se  nor  mala  prohibita,  or  when 
the  only  prohibition  or  restriction  is  implied  from  the  grant  of  speci- 
fied powers.  It  is  this  class  of  cases  which  open  the  field  of  contro- 
versy. Is  such  a  contract  performed  by  one  party,  but  not  performed 
by  the  other,  void  as  between  them  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  so 
that  no  recovery  can  be  had  under  it  against  the  party  who  has  re- 
ceived the  consideration  for  his  promise,  but  neglects  or  refuses  to 
perform  it,  or  is  it  so  tainted  with  illegality  that  the  courts  must 
refuse  to  recognize  it  under  any  circumstances  or  enforce  its  obliga- 
tion, whether  as  to  past  or  future  transactions  ?  There  are  certain 
English  cases  which  are  relied  upon  by  those  who  maintain  the  strict 
view  that  contracts  of  corporations  ultra  vires  are  under  no  circum- 
stances enforceable  in  the  courts. 

It  is  important  to  observe  that  in  each  of  these  cases  the  action  was 
brought  against  the  offending  corporation,  or  those  in  privity  with  it, 
to  enforce  the  unauthorized  contract  while  it  was  still  executory  on 
the  part  of  the  corporation,  and  that  the  effect  of  a  recovery  would 
have  been  to  divert  and  appropriate  the  funds  of  the  corporation  by 
the  action  of  the  courts,  to  unauthorized  objects,  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  legal  rights  of  stockholders  and  creditors.  Without  questioning 
these  cases,  it  is  quite  apparent  that  they  stand  in  justice  upon  a  very 
different  basis  from  the  action  in  this  case,  which  is  brought  by  the 
corporation  to  enforce  a  contract,  the  enforcement  of  which  will  in- 
demnify the  plaintiff  and  its  stockholders  for  the  deprivation  of  the 
use  of  the  property  of  the  corporation,  during  its  possession  by  the 
defendants,  under  the  unauthorized  lease.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  seems  to  be  committed  to  a  construction  of  the  doctrine 
of  ultra  vires  which  would  sustain  the  defence  in  the  case  now  before 
us.  Several  eases  have  arisen  in  that  court  upon  leases  of  railroads 
made  without  legislative  sanction,  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  such 
leases  are  void  as  between  the  parties,  and  that  no  action  can  be  main- 
tained thereon  to  recover  the  rent  reserved,  even  during  the  occupar 
tion  by  the  lessee  under  the  lease. 

We  concede  that  a  railroad  or  other  corporation  invested  with 
powers  in  the  exercise  of  which  the  public  have  an  interest,  and  em- 
powered by  reason  of  its  quasi  public  character  to  do  acts  and  exer- 
cise privileges  peculiar  and  exceptional  to  enable  it  to  discharge  its 
public  duties,  cannot,  as  against  the  public,  abdicate  its  functions  or 
absolve  itself  from  the  performance  of  such  duties  through  an  un- 
authorized transfer  of  its  property  and  franchises  to  another  body  or 
corporation.  We  have  so  held  in  the  case  of  Abbott  v.  The  Johnstown, 
etc.,  Railroad  Co.  (80  E".  Y.  27),  where  it  was  decided  that  a  railroad 
corporation  which,  without  legal  sanction,  had  leased  its  road,  was  not 
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thereby  exempted  from  liability  as  carrier  to  a  passenger  injured  by 
negligence  during  the  operation  of  the  road  under  the  lease. 

There  are  obvious  reasons  of  propriety  and  public  policy,  the  pre- 
vention of  monopolies,  among  others,  aside  from  the  mere  question  of 
capacity  under  their  charters,  which  enforce  the  now  well-settled  doe- 
trine,  that  leases  by  such  quasi  public  corporations,  to  be  valid  and 
efEectual,.must  be  authorized  by  statute.  But  where,  as  in  the  present 
case,  such  an  unauthorized  lease  has  been  made,  and  the  lessee  has 
received  and  enjoyed  the  possession  of  the  property  under  the  lease, 
is  there  any  public  policy  which  requires  that  the  lessee  should  be  per- 
mitted to  escape  the  obligation  imposed  by  the  contract  to  pay  the 
rent  reserved  during  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  ?  It  is  doubtless 
true,  as  has  been  suggested,  that  the  corporation  in  such  cases  cannot, 
without  the  consent  of  the  state,  change  its  obligations  to  the  state  or 
the  public,  aud  discharge  itself  from  its  public  duties.  But  the  law 
affords  ample  remedy  for  the  usurpation  by  corporations  of  unauthor- 
ized powers,  through  proceedings  by  injunction  or  for  the  forfeiture 
of  their  charters.  If  a  lease  by  a  corporation,  made  in  excess  of  its 
powers  and  without  legislative  sanction,  is  illegal  in  the  ordinary  and 
proper  sense  of  the  term,  it  may  be  properly  conceded  that  no  action 
could  be  maintained  upon  it.  The  lessee,  when  sued  for  the  rent, 
could  set  up  the  illegality  of  the  contract,  and  the  defence  would 
prevail,  however  inequitable  the  defence  might  be.  But  the  term 
"  illegal,"  which  is  frequently  used  to  describe  a  contract  made  by  a 
corporation  in  excess  of  its  corporate  powers,  in  most  cases  means 
simply  that  the  contract  is  unauthorized,  or  one  which  the  corporation 
had  no  legal  capacity  to  make.  Such  a  contract  may  be  illegal  in  the 
true  and  proper  sense,  but  it  may  also  be  one  involving  no  moral  turpi- 
tude and  offending  against  no  express  statute.  The  inexact  and  mis- 
leading use  of  the  word  "  illegal,"  as  applied  to  contracts  of  corpora- 
tions, ultra  vires  only,  has  been  frequently  alluded  to.  (Comstook, 
C.  J.,  Bissell  V.  M.  S.  Railroad  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  268  ;  Archibald,  J., 
Riche  V.  Ashbury  Railway  Carriage  Co.,  L.  E.  [9  Exch.]  293  ;  Loed 
Caikns,  S.  C.  on  appeal,  L.  E.  [7  Eng.  &  Ir.  App.J  672.) 

The  lease  now  in  question  was  not  in  any  true  sense  of  the  word 
illegal.  It  was  undoubtedly  void  as  against  the  state.  The  parties  to 
the  lease  assumed  it  to  be  valid.  It  was  contemplated,  as  the  pro- 
visions of  the  lease  show,  that  the  lessee  would  continue  and  extend 
the  business  before  carried  on  by  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  not  suggested 
that  it  did  not,  during  its  occupation,  discharge  all  the  obligations  to 
the  public  which  rested  upon  the  plaintiff.  The  state  has  not  inter- 
vened, and  the  possession  of  the  property  has  now  been  restored  to  its 
original  proprietors.  The  contract  has  been  terminated  as  to  the 
future,  and  all  that  remains  undone  is  the  payment  by  the  lessee  of  the 
unpaid  rent.  We  think  the  demands  of  public  policy  are  fully  satisfied 
by  holding  that,  as  to  the  public,  the  lease  was  void,  but  that,  as  be- 
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tween  the  parties,  so  long  as  the  occupation  under  the  lease  continued, 
the  lessee  was  bound  to  pay  the  rent,  and  that  its  recovery  may  be  en- 
forced by  action  on  the  covenant.  Public  policy  is  promoted  by  the 
discouragement  of  fraud  and  the  maintenance  of  the  obligation  of  cout 
tracts,  and  to  permit  a  lessee  of  a  corporation  to  escape  the  payment 
of  rent  by  pleading  the  incapacity  of  the  corporation  to  make  the 
lease,  although  he  has  had  the  undisturbed  enjoyment  of  the  property, 
would  be,  we  think,  most  inequitable  and  unjust.  It  has  been  sug- 
gested, to  avoid  the  apparent  injustice  which  would  result  from 
holding  that  there  could  be  no  recovery  on  the  contract  for  past-due 
rent,  that  there  might  be  a  remedy  on  an  implied  contract  to  pay  the 
value  of  the  use  of  the  property.  But  if  the  express  contract  was 
illegal  in  a  proper  sense,  and  the  parties  to  the  lease  were  guilty  of  a 
public  wrong,  so  as  to  preclude  a  court  of  equity  to  entertain  juris- 
diction on  the  application  of  a  lessor  to  be  relieved  from  the  lease  and 
to  be  restored  to  the  possession  of  the  leased  property,  as  was  held  in 
the  case  of  The  St.  Louis,  V.  &  T.  H.  BaUroad  Co.  v.  TerreHaute  &  I. 
Railroad  Co.  (145  U.  S.  393),  then  surely  it  would  be  a  mere  evasion 
and  would  be  inconsistent  with  legal  principles  for  the  court  to  imply 
a  contract  from  the  occupation  under  the  illegal  lease  to  relieve  the 
wrongdoer  from  the  dilemma  into  which  he  had  voluntarily  placed 
himself.  We  think  the  rule  which  should  be  applied  is  that  the  lessee 
is  bound  by  the  contract  so  long  as  he  remains  in  possession. 

It  is  unnecessary  now  to  determine  whether  a  lessee  under  an  ultra 
vires  lease  may  relieve  himself  from  liability  in  the  future  by  aban- 
doning the  possession  and  restoring,  or  offering  to  restore,  it  to  the 
lessor. 

[Vann,  J.,  delivered  a  dissenting  opinion.} 

Judgment  affirmed. 


DENVER  FIRE  INS.   CO.  v.   MoCLELLAND. 

1885.    9  Colorado,  ll.i 

Action  by  McClelland  (plaintiflf  below)  against  Insurance  Companj'. 

Plaintiflf's  complaint  alleges  that,  on  June  12,  1882,  defendant  com- 
pany issued  a  policy  insuring  plaintiff's  growing  crops  against  loss  or 
damage  by  hail ;  that  this  policy  was  issued  in  consideration  of  $3.00 
cash  paid  by  plaintiflf,  and  also  of  a  note  for  $58.03  executed  and  de- 
livered by  plaintiff  to  defendant ;  and  that  on  June  19,  1882,  plaintiff's 
crops  were  damaged  by  hail. 

Defendants'  answer  set  up,  as  second  defence,  that  the  defendant 
company's  articles  of  incorporation  were  duly  recorded  in  two  public 
1  Statement  abridged.    Portions  of  opinions  omitted.  —  Ed. 


304  DENVER  FIRE  INS.  CO.   V.  MoCLELLAND. 

offices  long  before  the  issuing  of  said  policy ;  that  under  said  articles 
the  company  has  no  authority  to  insure  growing  crops  against  damage 
by  hail ;  and  is  authorized  to  insure  property  only  against  damage  by 
fire  or  lightning. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  this  second  defence.  The  demurrer  was 
sustained.  After  assessment  of  damages,  judgment  was  rendered  for 
plaintiff,  and  the  Insurance  Company  appealed. 

Stallcup,  Luthe  &  Shaffroth,  and  Teller  &  Orahood,  for  appellant 

Norville  &  Clark,  and  T.  M.  Robinson,  for  appellee. 

Stone,  J. 

In  the  case  before  us  the  contract,  as  made  by  the  parties,  appears 
to  have  been  fully  executed  on  the  part  of  the  appellee,  so  far  as 
his  right  of  action  when  brought  was  affected  by  it.  He  had  paid 
a  small  portion  of  money  on  the  amount  of  the  premium  agreed  to  be 
paid  and  had  given  a  promissory  note  for  the  balance.  This  was  all 
he  had  agreed  to  do ;  all  that  had  been  exacted  of  him  by  the  insur- 
ance company,  and  this  he  had  performed.  It  matters  not  that  the 
note  had  not  been  paid,  for  it  was  not  due  when  his  right  of  action 
accrued  and  when  he  brought  his  suit. 

The  sole  defense  upon  which  the  appellant  company  relies  here  is 
its  want  of  authority  to  insure  against  hail.  By  offering  to  insure 
the  property  of  appellee  against  damage  by  hail,  and  by  entering  into 
the  contract  of  insurance  therefor,  it  claimed  to  possess  the  power  so 
to  do.  It  took  the  appellee's  money  and  assumed  the  risk  and  obliga- 
tion of  paying  the  damage,  much  or  little,  that  might  occur,  or  of 
having  nothing  at  all  to  pay,  if  the  contingency  of  damage  should 
not  happen  within  the  time  covered  by  the  policy. 

A  loss  having  occurred,  the  company  seeks  exemption  from  the 
obligation  it  entered  into  by  denying  that  it  had  any  authority  to  do 
what  it  asserted  the  right  to  do  when  it  voluntarily  assumed  the  under- 
taking. 

We  are  aware  that  the  courts  have  been  very  slow  to  concede  that  a 
defendant  setting  up  as  a  defense  the  ultra  vires  of  a  contract,  where 
said  contract  was  clearly  not  authorized,  should  be  held  liable  on  the 
contract,  since  this  would  appear  to  sustain  the  enforcement  of  an  un- 
authorized contract,  and  therefore  the  cases  show  that  whenever  the 
courts  would  avoid  this  seeming  inconsistency  by  resting  the  recovery 
upon  some  other  ground  they  have  done  so.  This  has  often  led  to 
equal  inconsistency  in  other  directions.  The  true  ground  would  seem 
to  be  that  of  equitable  estoppel,  whereby  the  defendant  is  not  per- 
mitted to  rely  upon  or  show  the  invalidity  of  the  contract.  In  such 
case,  the  contract  is  assumed  by  the  court  to  be  valid,  the  partj'  seek- 
ing to  avoid  it  not  being  permitted  to  attack  its  character  in  this 
respect. 

The  point  was  strongly  insisted  upon  by  counsel  for  appellant  in 
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argument,  that  one  dealing  with  a  oorporation  is  bound  to  know  the 
extent  of  its  powers  to  contract,  that  the  corporate  name  itself  indi- 
cates the  scope  of  its  business,  and  the  record  of  its  charter  or  articles 
of  incorporation  furnishes  notice  of  the  extent  and  limitation  of  its 
corporate  powers  and  authoritj'  to  contract. 

While  as  a  general  proposition  this  is  true,  yet  it  must  be  conceded 
that  this  constructive  notice  is  of  a  very  vague  and  shadowy  character. 
Every  one  may  have  access  to  the  statutes  of  the  states  affecting  com- 
panies incorporated  thereunder,  and  to  their  articles  of  incorporation, 
but  to  impute  a  knowledge  of  the  probable  construction  the  courts 
would  put  upon  these  statutes  and  articles  of  incorporation  to  deter- 
mine questions  raised  upon  a  given  contract  proposed,  is  carrying  the 
doctrine  of  notice  to  an  extent  which  can  only  be  denominated  prepos- 
terous. It  was  in  answer  to  the  same  point  that  Chief  Justice  Comstock 
observed,  in  his  opinion  in  a  leading  case  upon  this  question,  that  "  a 
traveler  from  New  York  to  Mississippi  can  hardly  be  required  to  fur- 
nish himself  with  the  charters  of  all  the  railroads  on  his  route,  or  to 
study  a  treatise  on  the  law  of  corporations."  Bissel  v.  M.  S.  &  N.  I. 
B.  B.  Co.  22  N.  Y.  268. 

The  principle  of  estoppel  by  conduct  is  the  same  principle  which  is 
applied  by  courts  in  holding  that  the  statute  of  frauds,  by  which, 
under  the  general  rule,  a  contract  would  be  void,  is  never  to  be  used 
for  the  protection  of  a  fraud. 

We  do  not  say  that  the  directors  or  acting  officers  of  such  company 
maj-  act  in  excess  of  their  legitimate  powers  against  the  interests  and 
contrary  to  the  will  of  the  stockholders  of  such  company,  but  while  ad- 
mitting the  excess  of  proper  authority,  we  think,  on  principle  and  the 
weight  of  modern  decisions,  that  if  the  stockholders,  whose  business  it 
is  to  see  that  their  own  managing  officers  act  within  the  proper  scope 
of  their  powers,  either  expressly,  or  by  silence  impliedly,  assent  to 
acts  done  on  their  behalf  in  excess  of  authority,  they  should  be  held 
estopped  to  deny  that  such  acts  were  authorized. 

The  appellant  company  here  offered  to  pay  back  the  money  and 
return  or  cancel  the  note  given  for  the  policy,  and  counsel  urgently 
contended  that  this  is  all  that  legally  can  or  rightfully  ought  to  be 
exacted.  This  would  not  place  the  appellee  in  statu  quo.  Every 
insurance  company  would  be  read}'  and  willing  to  do  that  much  after 
the  loss  had  occurred,  on  condition  of  exemption  from  payment  of  the 
loss.  The  damage  to  appellee  is  the  loss  of  his  crops  against  which  the 
appellant  undertook  to  secure  him.  After  the  loss  it  was  too  late  for 
appellee  to  insure  in  another  company  having  unquestioned  authority 
to  insure  against  such  loss. 

We  therefore  conclude  that  since  the  contract  of  insurance,  though  it 
may  have  been  beyond  the  scope  of  the  proper  object  and  purposes  of 
the  company  as  expressed  and  conferred  by  their  articles  of  incorpora- 
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tion,  was  neither  by  statue  nor  by  their  charter  expressly  forbidden, 
nor  in  its  nature  illegal  or  improper,  and  since  the  conduct  of  the 
company  in  soliciting  the  insurance  and  entering  into  the  contract 
therefor  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  CHis  case  was  such  that 
to  exempt  it  from  its  engagements  thereunder  would  result  in  injuring 
and  defrauding  the  appellee,  who  in  good  faith  dealt  with  the  company 
under  the  beli«f  of  its  rightful  authority  in  the  premises,  the  defense 
of  the  appellant  company  interposed  against  its  liability  on  the  con- 
tract is  inequitable,  unconscionable,  and  should  not  be  allowed. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 

Affirmed. 

Beck,  C.  J.,  and  Helm,  J.,  concurring.  Private  corporations  are 
ereatures  of  statute,  and  derive  their  powers  solely  therefrom.  Upon 
weighty  considerations  of  public  policy,  and  of  private  equity  as  well, 
the  principle  has  been  universally  recognized  that  the  charters  or 
general  laws  through  which  these  corporations  derive  their  existence 
absolutely  control  their  action ;  that  a  contract  made  or  an  act  done  by 
them  which  is  not  in  any  manner  authorized  by  some  express  provision 
of  the  charter  or  law  of  incorporation,  or  which  may  not  be  clearly  im- 
plied therefrom,  is  ultra  vires  ;  and  that  such  usurpation  of  power  may 
be  relied  upon  as  a  complete  defense  to  a  suit  growing  out  of  the  un- 
authorized act  or  contract. 

But,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  infliction  of  manifest  injustice 
in  given  cases,  many  courts  of  the  highest  respectability  have  seen  fit 
to  recognize  an  exception  to  the  foregoing  doctrine.  This  exception, 
when  admitted,  is  always  based  upon  principles  largely  analogous  to 
those  supporting  equitable  estoppels.  The  decisions  recognizing  it 
hold  that  where  a  corporation  receives  and  retains  the  full  benefit  of  a 
contract,  and  a  failure  to  perform  on  its  side  would  result  in  palpable 
injustice  to  the  other  contracting  party,  it  is  estopped  from  escaping 
liability  thereunder  through  a  plea  of  ultra  vires. 

"We  are  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  cases  sometimes  arise  wherein 
this  exception,  properly  understood  and  limited,  should  be  held  appli- 
cable. If  a  private  corporation  has  accepted  and  retained  the  full 
benefits  of  a  contract  which  it  had  no  power  to  make,  the  same  having 
been  performed  by  the  other  party  thereto ;  and  if  the  transaction  is  of 
such  a  nature  that  the  party  thus  performing  will  suflfer  manifest  injus- 
tice and  hardship  unless  permitted  to  maintain  his  action  directly  upon 
the  contract,  no  other  adequate  relief  being  at  his  command,  we  think 
the  defense  of  ultra  vires  may  be  disallowed.  This,  however,  does  not 
do  away  with  the  objectionable  character  of  the  unauthorized  contract. 
It  admits  the  legal  wrong  committed  by  the  usurpation  of  power,  but 
denies  the  equitable  right  of  the  corporation  to  profit  through  such 
wrong  at  the  expense  of  parties  contracting  with  it ;  the  corporation, 
having  received  and  retained  the  benefit  of  the  contract,  is  denied  the 
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privilege  of  invoking  the  illegality  of  its  act,  and  thus  avoiding  conse- 
quences naturally  flowing  therefrom. 

The  circumstances  attending  and  surrounding  the  transaction  now 
before  us,  in  our  judgment,  render  this  an  appropriate  case  for  the 
application  of  the  foregoing  equitable  doctrine.  For  this  reason  we 
concur  in  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  Mr.  Justice  Stone,  who  writes 
the  principal  opinion. 

Affirmed. 
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1878.    98  United  States,  621. 

Ebeok  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Missouri. 

On  the  1st  of  March,  1871,  Hugh  B.  Logan  and  Elizabeth  A.  Mat- 
thews executed  and  delivered  to  Sterling  Price  &  Co.  their  joint  and 
several  promissory  note  for  the  sum  of  $15,000,  payable  to  the  order 
of  that  firm  two  years  from  date,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per 
cent  per  annum.  The  payment  of  the  note  was  secured  by  a  deed  of 
trust,  executed  by  her,  of  certain  real  estate  therein  described,  situate 
in  the  State  of  Missouri. 

On  the  13th  of  the  same  month,  the  note  and  deed  of  trust  were  as- 
signed to  the  Union  National  Bank  of  St.  Louis.  Price  &  Co.  failed  to 
pay  the  loan  at  maturity.  The  bank  directed  the  trustee  named  in  the 
deed  of  trust  to  sell.  Said  Elizabeth  thereupon  filed  this  bill  in  the 
proper  state  court  to  enjoin  the  sale.  The  bank  in  its  answer  avers 
that  it  "  accepted  the  said  note  and  deed  of  trust  as  security  for  the 
sum  of  $15,000,  then  and  there  advanced  and  loaned  to  said  Sterling 
Price  &  Co.  ...  on  the  security  of  said  note  and  deed  of  trust."  A 
perpetual  injunction  was  decreed,  upon  the  ground  that  the  loan  by 
the  bank  to  Price  &  Co.  was  made  upon  real-estate  security ;  that  it 
was  forbidden  by  law ;  and  that  the  deed  of  trust  was,  therefore,  void. 
The  decree  was  made  upon  the  pleadings.  No  testimony  was  intro- 
duced upon  either  side.  The  bank  removed  the  case  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State,  where  the  decree  was  afiirmed.  The  bank  then 
sued  out  this  writ  of  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Swatne,  after  stating  the  facts,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court. 

This  case  involves  a  question  arising  under  the  national  banking 
law,  which  has  not  heretofore  been  passed  upon  by  this  court.  We 
have  considered  it  with  the  care  due  to  its  importance. 

Our  attention  has  been  called  to  but  a  single  point  which  requires 
consideration,  and  that  is,  whether  the  deed  of  trust  can  be  enforced 
for  the  benefit  of  the  bank. 
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The  statutory  provisions  which  bear  upon  the  subject  are  as  fol- 
lows :  — 

"  Sect.  5136."  Every  national  banking  associa,tion  is  authorized 
"  to  exercise  by  its  board  of  directors  or  duly  authorized  ofRcers  or 
agents,  subject  to  law,  all  such  incidental  powers  as  shall  be  necessary 
to  carry  on  the  business  of  banking  by  discounting  and  negotiating 
promissory  notes,  drafts,  bills  of  exchange,  and  other  evidences  of 
debt ;  by  receiving  deposits  ;  by  buying  and  selling  exchange,  coin,  and 
bullion ;  by  loaning  money  on  personal  security ;  and  by  obtaining, 
issuing,  and  circulating  notes  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

"  Sect.  5137.  A  national  banking  association  may  purchase,  hold, 
and  convej'  real  estate  for  the  following  purposes,  and  for  no  others : 
First,  such  as  may  be  necessary  for  its  immediate  aiccommodation  in 
the  transaction  of  its  business.  Second,  such  as  shall  be  mortgaged  to 
it  in  good  faith  by  way  of  security  for  debts  previously  contracted. 
Third,  such  as  shall  be  conveyed  to  it  in  satisfaction  of  debts  previ- 
ously contracted  in  the  course  of  its  dealings.  Fourth,  such  as  it  shall 
purchase  at  sales  under  judgments,  decrees,  or  mortgages  held  by  the 
association,  or  shall  purchase  to  secure  debts  to  it.  But  no  ^uch  as- 
sociation shall  hold  the  possession  of  any  real  estate  under  mortgage, 
or  the  title  and  possession  of  any  real  estate  purchased  to  secure  any 
debts  due  to  it  for  a  longer  period  than  five  years."  Eev.  Stat.  1999 ; 
13  Stat.  99. 

Here  the  bank  never  had  any  title,  legal  or  equitable,  to  the  real 
estate  in  question.  It  may  acquire  a  title  by  purchasing  at  a  sale  under 
the  deed  of  trust ;  but  that  has  not  yet  occurred,  and  never  may. 

Sect.  5137  has,  therefore,  uo  direct  application  to  the  case.  It  is 
only  material  as  throwing  light  upon  the  point  to  be  considered  in  the 
preceding  section.  Except  for  that  purpose  it  may  be  laid  out  of 
view. 

Sect.  5136yx)es  not,  in  terms,  prohibit  a  loan  on  real  estate,  but  the 
implication  to  that  effect  is  clear.  What  is  so  implied  is  as  effectual 
as  if  it  were  expressed.  As  the  transaction  is  disclosed  in  the  record, 
the  loan  was  made  upon  the  note  as  well  as  the  deed  of  trust.  Non 
constat,  that  the  maker  who  executed  the  deed  would  not  have  been 
deemed  abundantly  sufficient  without  the  further  security.  The  deed, 
as  a  mortgage  would  have  been,  was  an  incident  to  the  note,  and  a  right 
to  the  benefit  of  the  deed,  whether  mentioned  or  delivered  or  not,  when 
the  note  was  assigned,  would  have  passed  with  the  note  to  the  trans- 
feree of  the  latter. 

The  object  of  the  restrictions  was  obviously  threefold.  It  was  to 
keep  the  capital  of  the  banks  flowing  in  the  daily  channels  of  com- 
merce ;  to  deter  them  from  embarking  in  hazardous  real-estate  specula- 
tions ;  and  to  prevent  the  accumulation  of  large  masses  of  such  pro- 
perty in  their  hands,  to  be  held,  as  it  were,  in  mortmain.  The  intent, 
not  the  letter,  of  the  statute  constitutes  the  law.  A  court  of  equity  is 
always  reluctant  in  the  last  degree  to  make  a  decree  which  will  effect 
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a  forfeiture.  The  bankparted  with  itsmoneY  ia  good  faith.  Its  gar- 
gientsjje  unspotted.  Under  these  circumstances,  ihe  defence  ol  Ultra 
vires,  if  it  can  be  made,  does  not  address  itself  favorably  to  the  mind 
of  the  Chancellor.  We  find  nothing  in  the  record  touching  the  deed  of 
trust  which,  in  our  judgment,  brings  it  within  the  letter  or  the  meaning 
of  the  prohibitions  relied  upon  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

In  The  First  National  Bank  of  Fort  Dodge  v.  Haire  and  Others  (36 
Iowa,  443),  the  bank  refused  to  discount  a  note  for  a  firm,  but  agreed 
that  one  of  the  partners  might  execute  a  note  to  the  other,  that  the 
payee  should  indorse  it,  that  the  bank  should  discount  it,  and  that  the 
maker  should  indemnify  the  indorser  by  a  bond  and  mortgage  upon 
sufficient  real  estate  executed  for  that  purpose,  with  a  stipulation  that, 
in  default  of  due  payment  of  the  note,  the  bond  and  mortgage  should 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  bank.  The  arrangement  was  carried  out. 
The  note  was  not  paid.  The  maker  and  indorser  failed  and  became 
bankrupts.  The  bank  filed  a  bill  to  foreclose.  The  same  defence  was 
set  up  as  here.  In  disposing  of  this  point,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  said  :  "Every  loan  or  discount  by  a  bank  is  made  in  good  faith, 
in  reliance,  by  way  of  security,  upon  the  real  or  personal  property  of 
the  obligors ;  and  unless  the  title  by  mortgage  or  conveyance  is  taken 
to  the  bank  directly,  for  its  use,  the  case  is  not  within  the  prohibition 
of  the  statute.  The  fact  that  the  title  or  security  may  inure  indirectly 
to  the  security  and  benefit  of  the  bank  will  not  vitiate  the  transaction. 
Some  of  the  cases  upon  quite  analogous  statutes  go  much  further  than 
this.     Silver  Lake  Bank  v.  NoHh,  4  J.  C.  E.  370." 

But  it  is  alleged  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error 
that  in  the  jurisprudence  of  Missouri  a  deed  of  trust  is  the  same  thing 
in  effect  as  a  direct  mortgage,  —  with  respect  to  a  party  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  security,  —  and  authorities  are  cited  in  support  of 
the  proposition.  The  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  as- 
sumes that  the  loan  was  made  upon  real-estate  security  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  and  their  judgment  is  founded  upon  that  view. 
These  things  render  it  proper  to  consider  the  case  in  that  aspect.  But, 
conceding  them  to  be  as  claimed,  the  consequence  insisted  upon  by  no 
means  necessarily  follows.  The  statute  does  not  declare  such  a  security 
void.  It  is  silent  upon  the  subject.  If  Congress  so  meant,  it  would 
have  been  easy  to  say  so ;  and  it  is  hardly  to  be  believed  that  this 
would  not  have  been  done,  instead  of  leaving  the  question  to  be  settled 
by  the  uncertain  result  of  litigation  and  judicial  decision.  Where 
usurious  interest  is  contracted  for,  a  forfeiture  is  prescribed  and  ex- 
plicitly defined. 

In  Harris  Y.  Runnels  (12  How.  79),  this  court  said  that  "the  statute 
must  be  examined  as  a  whole,  to  find  out  whether  or  not  the  makers 
meant  that  a  contract  in  contravention  of  it  was  to  be  void,  so  as  not 
to  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  justice."  In  that  case,  a  note  given  for 
the  purchase  money  of  slaves,  taken  into  Mississippi  contrary  to  a 
statute  of  the  State,  was  held  to  be  valid. 
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Where  a  statute  imposes  a  penalty  on  an  officer  for  solemnizing  a 
marriage  under  certain  circumstances,  but  does  not  declare  the  mar- 
riage void,  the  marriage  is  valid ;  but  the  penalty  attaches  to  the 
officer  who  did  the  prohibited  act.  Milford  v.  Worcester,  7  Mass.  48 ; 
Parton  v.  Hervey,  1  Gray  (Mass.),  119  ;  King  v.  Birmingham,  8  Barn. 
&  Cress.  29. 

Where  a  bank  is  limited  by  its  charter  to  a  specified  rate  of  interest, 
but  no  penal  consequence  is  denounced  for  taking  more,  it  has  been 
held  that  a  contract  for  more  is  not  wholly  void.  The  Planters^  Bank 
V.  Sharp  et  al.,  12  Miss.  75;  The  Grand  Gulf  Bank  v  Archer  et  al., 
16  Id.  151 ;  Rock  Biver  Bank  v.  Sherwood,  10  Wis.  230. 

The  charter  of  a  savings  institution  required  that  its  funds  should 
be  ".invested  in,  or  loaned  on,  public  stocks  or  private  mortgages," 
etc.  A  loan  was  made  and  a  note  taken,  secured  by  a  pledge  of  worth- 
less bank-stock.  The  borrower  sought  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  the 
note  upon  the  ground  that  the  transaction  was  forbidden  by  the  charter, 
and  therefore  void.  The  court  held  the  borrower  bound,  and  upon  a 
counter-claim  adjudged  that  he  shovild  pay  the  amount  of  the  loan 
with  interest.  Mott  v.  The  United  States  Trust  Co.,  19  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
568. 

Where  a  corporation  is  incompetent  by  its  charter  to  take  a  title  to 
real  estate,  a  conveyance  to  it  is  not  void,  but  only  voidable,  and  the 
sovereign  alone  can  object.  It  is  valid  iintil  assailed  in  a  direct  pro- 
ceeding instituted  for  that  purpose.  Leazure  v  Hillegas,  7  Serg.  &  E. 
(Pa.)  313;  Goundie  v.  Northampton  Water  Co.,  7  Pa.  St.  233 ;  Runyon 
V.  Coster,  14  Pet.  122 ;  The  Banks  v.  Poitiaux,  3  Rand.  (Va.)  136 ;  Mc- 
Jndoe  V.  The  City  of  St.  Louis,  10  Mo.  577.  See  also  Gold  Mining  Com- 
pany V.  National  Bank,  96  tJ.  S.  640. 

The  authority  first  cited  is  elaborate  and  exhaustive  upon  the  sub- 
ject. So  an  alien,  forbidden  by  the  local  law  to  acquire  real  estate, 
may  take  and  hold  title  until  office  found.  Fairfamfs  Devisee  v. 
Hunter's  Lessee,  7  Cranch,  604. 

In  Silver  Lake  Bank  v.  Norih  (4  Johns.  (N.  Y  )  Ch.  370),  the  bank 
was  a  Pennsylvania  corporation,  and  had  taken  a  mortgage  upon  real 
estate  in  New  York.  A  bill  of  foreclosure  was  filed  in  the  latter 
State.  The  answer  set  up  as  a  defence  "  that  by  the  act  of  incorporar 
tion  the  plaintiffs  were  not  authorized  to  take  a  mortgage  except  to 
secure  a  debt  previously  contracted  in  the  course  of  its  dealings ;  and 
here  the  money  was  lent  after  the  bond  and  mortgage  were  executed." 
The  analogy  of  this  defence  to  the  one  we  are  considering  is  too  obvi- 
ous to  need  remark.  Both  present  exactly  the  same  question.  Chan- 
cellor Kent  said :  "  Perhaps  it  would  be  sufficient  for  this  case  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  a  duly  incorporated  body,  with  authority  to  contract 
and  take  mortgages  and  judgments  ;  and  if  they  should  pass  the  exact 
line  of  their  power,  it  would  rather  Ijelong  to  the  government  of  Penn- 
sylvania to  exact  a  forfeiture  of  their  charter,  than  for  this  court  in 
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this  collateral  way  to  decide  a  question  of  misuser,  by  setting  aside  a 
just  and  bona  fide  contract."  ..."  If  the  loan  and  mortgage  were 
concurrent  acts,  and  intended  so  to  be,  it  was  not  a  case  within  the 
reason  and  spirit  of  the  restraining  clause  of  the  statute,  which  only 
meant  to  prohibit  the  banking  company  from  vesting  their  capital  in 
real  property,  and  engaging  in  land  speculations.  A  mortgage  taken 
to  secure  a  loan  advanced  bona  fide  as  a  loan,  in  the  course  and  accord- 
ing to  the  usage  of  banking  operations,  is  not  surely  within  the  pro- 
hibition." 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  loan  here  in  question  was  within  this  cate- 
gory. This  authority,  if  recognized  as  sound,  is  conclusive.  See  also 
Baird  v.  The  Bank  of  Washington,  11  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  411. 

Sedgwick  (Stat,  and  Const.  Constr.  73)  says  :  "  Where  it  is  a  simple 
question  of  authority  to  contract,  arising  either  on  a  question  of  regu- 
larity of  organization  or  of  power  conferred  by  the  charter,  a  party 
who  has  had  the  benefit  of  the  agreement  cannot  be  permitted  in  an 
action  founded  upon  it  to  question  its  validity.  It  would  be  in  the 
highest  degree  inequitable  and  unjust  to  permit  a  defendant  to  repudi- 
ate a  contract,  the  benefit  of  which  he  retains." 

What  is  said  in  the  text  is  fully  sustained  by  the  authorities  cited. 
[We  cannot  believe  it  was  meant  that  stockholders,  and  perhaps 
depositors  and  other  creditors,  should  be  punished  and  the  borrower 
rewarded,  by  giving  success  to  this  defence  whenever  the  offensive 
fact  shall  occur.  The  impending  danger  of  a  judgment  of  ouster  and 
dissolution  was,  we  think,  the  check,  and  none  other  contemplated  by 
Congress. 

That  has  been  always  the  punishment  prescribed  for  the  wanton 
violation  of  a  charter,  and  it  may  be  made  to  follow  whenever  the 
proper  public  authority  shall  see  fit  to  invoke  its  application.  A 
private  person  cannot,  directly  or  indirectly,  usurp  this  function  of 
the  government^ 

The  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  will  be  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  bill ;  and  it  is 

So  ordered. 

Mr.  Justice  Miller  dissenting. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  National  Banking  Act  makes  void  every 
mortgage  or  other  conveyance  of  land  as  a  security  for  money  loaned 
by  the  bank  at  the  time  of  the  transaction  to  whomsoever  the  convey- 
ance may  be  made ;  that  the  bank  is  forbidden  to  accept  such  security, 
and  it  is  void  in  its  hands. 

The  contract  to  pay  the  money,  and  the  collateral  conveyance  for 
security,  are  separable  contracts,  and  so  far  independent  that  one  may 
stand  and  the  other  fall. 

In  the  present  case,  the  money  was  loaned  on  the  faith  of  the  deed 
of  trust,  and  that  instrument  is  void  in  the  hands  of  the  bank,  but  the 
note,  as  evidence  of  the  loan  of  money,  is  valid  against  Mrs.  Matthews 
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personally.    With  this  latter  contract  the  state  court  did  not  interfere. 
It  enjoined  proceedings  under  the  deed  of  trust  against  the  land,  and 
did  no  more. 
Its  judgment  in  that  matter  ought,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  affirmed. 


> 


MAEBLE   CO.   v.   HARVEY. 

1892.     92  Tennessee,  U6.1 

Appeal  from  Chancery  Court  of  Knox  County.     H.  R.  Gibson,  Ch. 

Green  db  Shields  for  Marble  Company. 

W.  C.  ITain  for  Harvey. 

LuETON,  J.  The  complainant  is  an  Ohio  corporation,  and  was 
organized  under  the  general  incorporation  law  of  that  State  "for 
the  purpose  of  cutting,  dressing,  manufacturing,  selling,  and  disposing 
of  marble,  stone,  slate,  granite,  and  other  substances,  with  such  other 
incidental  and  necessary  powers  essential  to  carrj'  on  said  business." 
This  company,  with  its  place  of  business  in  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  has 
acquired  the  entire  issue  of  shares  made  bj'  a  Tennessee  incorporation, 
engaged  in  a  similar  business  and  under  a  similar  charter,  and  known 
as  the  "  McMillin  Marble  Company."  Its  last  acquisition  of  shares 
was  under  a  contract  with  the  defendant,  who  was  president  of  the 
Tennessee  company,  and  who  owned,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  twenty- 
five  shares,  being  one  half  of  the  entire  stock  of  the  company.  These 
shares  he  conveyed  to  a  trustee,  selected  b^'  the  purchasing  corpora- 
tion, for  its  use  and  benefit.  The  consideration  for  the  sale  was  the 
payment  of  six  thousand  dollars,  the  defendant  assuming  and  agreeing 
to  personally  pay  off  and  discharge  one  half  of  all  liability  which  might 
be  fixed  upon  the  McMillin  Marble  Companj'  as  a  result  of  certain 
suits  against  that  company  then  pending  in  the  Courts  of  this  State. 

The  bill  alleges,  and  the  evidence  establishes,  that  the  complainant 
company  has  been  compelled,  in  order  to  protect  the  property  of  the 
McMillin  Marble  Company,  to  pay  out  about  the  sum  of  three  thousand 
dollars  in  settlement  and  satisfaction  of  the  claims  in  suit  at  time  of  its 
contract  with  defendant. 

The  relief  sought  is  a  decree  against  defendant  for  one-half  this  sum, 
being  the  proportion  he  agreed  to  pay  under  his  agreement  of  sale. 

The  defense  is  that  the  contract  of  sale  to  the  complainant  company 
was  unlawful  and  void ;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  purchase  of  these 
shares  was  outside  the  objects  of  its  creation  as  defined  in  its  charter, 
and  is  therefore  such  a  contract  as  is  not  only  voidable,  but  wholly 
void  and  of  no  legal  effect ;  that  it  is  not  a  case  of  excessive  use  of  a 
power  granted,  but  that  no  power  whatever  was  conferred  to  deal  in  or 

1  Part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ep. 
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hold  the  shares  of  another  corporation ;  that  the  suit  is  one  upon  a 
void  contract  and  in  furtherance  of  it,  and  that  it  should  not  be  enter- 
tained by  a  Court  of  law  or  equity. 

[After  discussing  the  question  of  vltra  vires  the  opinion  proceeds  as 
follows :] 

The  result  is,  that  this  purchase  of  shares  for  the  express  object  of 
controlling  and  managing  another  corporation  was  ultra  vires,  and, 
therefore,  unlawful  and  Toid.  Being  void,  it  was  of  no  legal  effect, 
and  no  rights  result  from  it  enforceable  bj'  or  through  the  Courts  of 
the  State,  when  such  aid  is  invoked  in  furtherance  of  the  unlawful 
agreement. 

But  it  has  been  insisted  very  earnestly  by  the  able  and  learned  coun- 
sel for  complainant,  that  where  the  contract  has  been  fully  executed  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  should  not  be  permitted  to  invoke  such 
defense  to  a  suit  brought  to  compel  performance  ;  that  to  permit  such 
a  defense  would  work  injustice,  and  enable  defendant  to  repudiate  his 
liability  while  holding  on  to  the  price  he  has  received.  There  are 
cases  where,  the  contract  being  fully  executed  on  both  sides,  the  Court, 
in  the  interest  of  justice,  lias  refused  to  aid  either  in  obtaining  a  rescis- 
sion. WhiPney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow,  63  N.  Y.,  62,  is  one  of  this 
class. 

So  there  are  cases  where  the  defense  of  vltra  vires  has  not  been 
entertained  when  the  defect  was  in  the  mode  of  executing  the  contract 
or  in  the  power  of  the  agent. 

So  there  are  many  cases  holding  the  party  relying  upon  the  defense 
of  ultra  vires  to  an  accountability  for  the  benefits  received.  Green's 
Brice's  Ultra  Vires,  717,  and  note  at  end  of  chapter. 

Again,  there  are  cases  where  the  Courts  have  refused  to  entertain 
suits  to  recover  property  from  corporations  which  is  held  in  excess  of 
charter  capacity.  In  such  cases  the  Courts  have  held  that  the  defect 
in  power  could  not  be  set  up  in  a  collateral  way,  and  that  the  State 
only  could  complain  of  such  violation.  To  this  effect  were  our  own 
cases  of  Barrow  v.  Turnpike  Co.,  9  Hum.,  303,  and  Heiskell  v. 
Chickasaw  Bodge,  87  Tenn.  668. 

The  question  here  is  not  like  any  of  these.  The  complainant  sues 
upon  its  contract,  and,  in  affirmance  of  it,  seeks  to  have  the  defendant 
perform  an  agreement  which  sprang  from,  and  was  collateral  to  it.  It 
has  received  the  shares  it  purchased,  and  holds  on  to  them.  It  simply 
asks  that  the  defendant  be  further  compelled  to  perform  his  contract 
bj'  contributing,  in  accordance  with  his'  agreement,  his  proportion  of 
the  liability  paid  off  by  complainant  in  protection  of  the  property  of 
the  McMillin  Marble  Company.  The  suit  is  clearly  in  furtherance 
of  the  original,  unlawful,  and  void  contract.  That  the  contract  has 
been  executed  by  the  plaintiff  does  not  make  it  lawful  or  entitle  it  to 
an  enforcement  of  it. 

This  proposition  was  very  plainly  put  in  Pittsburg,  etc.,  v.  R.  <&  JS. 
Bridge  Co.,  where  it  was  stated,  as  a  result  of  all  the  previous  de- 
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cisions  of  that  Court  upon  this  subject,  "  that  a  contract  made  by  a 
corporation,  which  is  unlawful  and  void  because  beyond  the  scope  of 
its  corporate  powers,  does  not,  by  being  carried  into  effect,  become 
lawful  and  valid  ;  but  the  proper  remedy  of  the  party  aggrieved  is  by 
disaffirming  the  contract,  and  suing  to  recover,  as  on  a  quantum 
meruit,  the  value  of  what  the  defendant  has  actually  received."  131 
U.  S.,  389. 

The  case  of  Central  Transportation  Co.  v.  Pullman  Car  Co.  [139 
U.  S.  24]  is  an  exceedingly  interesting  case,  as  it  involved  a  considera- 
tion of  the  circumstances  under  which  a  defendant  may  interpose 
the  defense  of  ultra  vires,  notwithstanding  full  performance  by  the 
plaintiflf. 

In  that  case,  the  Central  Transportation  Company  had  leased  and 
transferred  all  of  its  property  of  every  kind  to  the  defendant  company, 
which  was  engaged  in  a  similar  and  competitive  business.  The  lessee 
company  undertook  to  pay  all  of  the  debts  of  the  lessor  company,  and 
to  pay  to  it  annually  the  sum  of  $264,000  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years. 
Possession  was  taken,  and  the  installments  paid  for  a  number  of  years. 
The  suit  was  for  a  part  of  the  installment  for  the  last  j'ear  before  suit. 
The  defense  of  ultra  vires  was  interposed  and  sustained,  the  Court 
holding  that  the  sale  was  unauthorized  and  in  excess  of  the  power  of 
the  selling  companj'.  It  was  urged  for  the  plaintiff,  as  in  this  case, 
that,  even  if  the  contract  was  void,  because  ultra  vires  and  against 
public  policy,  yet  that,  having  been  fully  executed  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  benefits  of  it  received  by  the  defendant  for  the  period 
covered  by  the  declaration,  the  defendant  was  estopped  to  set  up  the 
invaliditj-  of  the  contract  as  a  defense  to  an  action  to  recover  the  com- 
pensation agreed  on  for  that  period. 

After  reviewing  its  own  decisions  upon  this  branch  of  the  case,  that 
Court  said : 

"  The  view  which  this  Court  has  taken  of  the  question  presented  by 
this  branch  of  the  case,  and  the  only  view  which  appears  to  us  con- 
sistent with  legal  principles,  is  as  follows  :  A  contract  of  a  corporation 
which  is  ultra  vires  in  the  proper  sense  —  that  is  to  say,  outside  the 
object  of  its  creation  as  defined  in  the  law  of  its  organization,  and 
therefore  beyond  the  powers  conferred  upon  it  by  the  Legislature  —  is 
not  voidable  only,  but  wholly  void,  and  of  no  legal  effect.  The  objec- 
tion to  the  contract  is  not  merely  that  the  corporation  ought  not  to 
have  made  it,  but  that  it  could  not  make  it.  The  contract  cannot  be 
ratified  by  either  party,  because  it  could  not  have  been  authorized  by 
either.  No  performance  on  either  side  can  give  the  unlawful  contract 
any  validity,  or  be  the  foundation  of  any  right  of  action  upon  it. 
When  a  corporation  is  acting  within  the  general  scope  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  it  by  the  Legislature,  the  corporation,  as  welJ  as  per- 
sons contracting  with  it,  may  be  estopped  to  deny  that  it  has  com- 
plied with  the  legal  formalities  which  are  prerequisites  to  its  existence 
or  to  its  action,  because  such  requisites  might  in  fact  have  been  com- 
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plied  with.  But  where  the  contract  is  bej'ond  the  powers  conferred 
upon  it  by  existing  law,  neither  the  corporation  nor  the  other  party 
to  the  contract  can  be  estopped,  by  assenting  to  it  or  by  acting  upon  it, 
to  show  that  it  was  prohibited  bj'  law. 

"  A  contract  ultra  vires  being  unlawful  and  void,  not  because  it  is 
in  itself  immoral,  but  because  the  corporation,  by  the  law  of  its  crea- 
tion, is  incapable  of  making  it,  the  Courts,  while  refusing  to  maintain 
any  action  upon  the  unlawful  contract,  have  always  striven  to  do  jus- 
tice between  the  parties,  so  far  as  it  could  be  done  consistently  with 
adherence  to  law,  by  permitting  property  or  money,  parted  with  on  the 
faith  of  the  unlawful  contract,  to  be  recovered  back,  or  compensation 
to  be  made  for  it.  In  such  case,  however,  the  action  is  not  maintained 
upon  the  unlawful  contract,  nor  according  to  its  terms,  but  on  an 
implied  contract  of  the  defendant  to  return,  or,  failing  to  do  that,  to 
make  compensation  for  property  or  money  which  it  has  no  right  to 
retain.  To  maintain  such  an  action  is  not  to  affirm,  but  to  disaffirm, 
the  unlawful  contract."     139  U.  S.,   60. 

This  seems  to  us  to  fully  and  clearly  state  the  rule.  The  passage 
cited  by  counsel  from  Railuowy  Go.  v.  McCarthy,  96  U.  S.,  267,  "that 
the  doctrine  of  vltra  vires,  when  invoked  for  or  against  a  corporation, 
should  not  be  allowed  to  prevail  when  it  would  defeat  the  ends  of 
jnstice,  or  work  a  legal  wrong,"  is  misleading ;  and,  if  literally  con- 
strued, would  result  in  an  enormous  practical  extension  of  the  powers 
of  corporations. 

We  do  not  understand  that  a  result  required  by  adherence  to  the  law 
would  be  either  unjust  or  a  legal  wrong.  The  learned  Judge  doubtless 
intended  it  to  be  understood  that  the  defense  would  be  a  legal  wrong 
only  when  the  law  did  not  require  its  consideration  by  the  Court. 

This  passage  and  one  of  similar  character  in  San  Aiitonio  v.  Me- 
haffy,  96  U.  S.,  312,  was  uncalled  for  in  the  case  in  which  it  was  used, 
and  in  Central  Transportation  Co.  v.  Pullman  Car  Co.,  supra,  was 
characterized  as  "  a  mere  passing  remark." 

To  sustain  this  suit,  as  now  presented,  would  be  in  affirmance  and 
furtherance  of  an  unlawful  and  void  contract.  It  is  in  no  sense  a  suit 
in  disaffirmance. 

Whether  complainant  could  tender  back  the  shares  received,  and 
maintain  a  suit  to  recover  the  money  paid  for  the  shares  upon  an 
implied  agreement  to  return  money  which  the  defendant  had  no  right 
to  retain,  is  a  question  not  presented  upon  this  record. 

The  decree  dismissing  the  bill  must,  upon  the  grounds  herein  stated, 
be,  and  accordingly  is,  affirmed. 


316.  NASSAU   BANK   V.    JONES   ET   AL. 


NASSAU  BANK  v.  JONES  et  ai.  Ex'hs. 

1884.     95  New  York,  115.1 

Appeal  from  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Superior  Court 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  entered  upon  an  order  made  April  9,  1883, 
which  aflSrmed  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defendants,  entered  upon  a 
decision  of  the  court  on  trial  at  Special  Term.  (Reported  below,  17 
J.  &  S.  498.) 

This  action  was  brought  against  defendants  as  executors  of  the  will 
of  Daniel  Jones  to  compel  them  to  transfer  and  deliver  to  plaintiff  fifty 
$1,000  bonds  and  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  shai'es  of  the  stock  of 
the  Denver  and  Rio  Grande  Railroad  Company,  or  to  account  for  and 
pay  over  the  value  thereof  and  all  interest  and  dividends  receiyed  by 
their  testator  thereon. 

The  material  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Samuel  Sand,  for  appellant. 

Martin  J-  Keogh,  for  respondent. 

RuGEE,  Ch.  J.  The  question  involved  in  this  case,  as  we  regard  it, 
is  the  right  of  a  banking  corporation  chartered  under  the  laws  of  this 
state  to  subscribe  for  the  stock  of  a  railroad  corporation. 

In  the  spring  of  1879,  the  Denver  and  Rio  Grande  Railroad  Com- 
pany, being  a  corporation  organized  to  construct  railroads  in  Colorado 
and  adjoining  territories,  with  the  view  of  raising  money  to  extend  its 
lines,  published  a  circular,  whereby  it  proposed  in  substance,  to  issue 
$5,000,000,  of  its  bonds,  in  sums  of  $1,000  each,  payable  thirty  years 
after  date,  with  annual  interest  at  seven  per  cent  in  gold,  secured  by 
mortgage  upon  its  property ;  and  to  deliver  one  of  such  bonds  together 
with  five  shares  of  its  capital  stock,  of  the  par  value  of  $100,  per  share, 
to  each  and  every  person  who  should  advance  thereon  the  sum  of  $900, 
reserving,  however,  the  privilege  to  the  railroad  company,  of  with- 
drawing the  proposition,  when  it  should  have  received  subscriptions  to 
said  loan,  to  the  amount  of  $3,000,000.  This  proposal  was  favorably 
received,  and  the  loan  was  subscribed  for  bj'  citizens  and  corporations 
in  various  States  of  the  union,  to  an  amount  greatly  exceeding  the  sum 

*  Argnmentg  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  S!d 
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required  by  the  railroad  company.  Among  others  the  defendants'  tes- 
tator, one  David  Jones,  subscribed  for,  and  was  awarded  $90,000,  of 
such  contemplated  loan.  It  is  claimed  by  the  appellant,  and  was  found 
as  a  fact  by  the  trial  court,  that  Jones  undertook,  by  the  authority 
and  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  to  contract  with  this  railroad  com- 
pany, for  a  loan,  under  its  proposal,  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  to  the 
extent  of  one-half  of  the  amount  which  should  be  allotted  to  him ;  and 
by  this  action  the  appellant  seeks  to  recover,  from  Jones'  executors, 
among  other  things,  the  profits  claimed  to  have  been  made  by  him 
upon  its  share  of  the  transaction.  The  right  to  maintain  the  action 
seems  to  depend  upon  the  power  of  the  bank  to  enter  into  the  pro- 
posed contract,  for  if  it  had  no  lawful  authority  to  make  such  a  con- 
tract it  could  not  become  liable  to  Jones  upon  its  obligation  to  take  and 
pay  for  the  property  contracted  for ;  and  consequently  there  would  be  no 
consideration  for  Jones'  undertaking  to  subscribe  for  the  benefit  of  the 
bank.  Not  only  this,  but  the  bank  could  not,  by  suit,  enforce  against 
any  one  an  executory  contract  which  it  was  unauthorized  by  its  charter 
to  make. 

It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  to  inquire  into  the  nature  of  the 
proposed  contract,  and  the  legal  capacity  of  the  plaintiff  to  transact 
business. 

[After  discussing  these  questions,  the  opinion  proceeds  as  follows  :] 
For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
only  precluded  by  public  policy,  but  was  not  authorized  by  the  statute 
under  which  it  was  organized,  to  enter  into  any  engagement  as  a  stock- 
holder in  a  railroad  corporation. 

The  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  Jones  was  wholly  executory, 
and  nothing  has  occurred  thereunder,  preventing  the  bank  from  setting 
up  its  own  want  of  authority  to  make  such  a  contract,  as  a  defense  to 
any  action  brought  thereon  by  Jones. 

While  executed  contracts,  made  by  corporations  in  excess  of  their 
legal  powers,  have,  in  some  cases,  been  upheld  by  the  courts,  and  par- 
ties have  been  precluded  from  setting  up,  as  a  defense  to  actions 
brought  by  corporations,  their  want  of  power  to  enter  into  such  con- 
tracts (Mssell  V.  M.  S.  S  JST.  I.  B.  B.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  258  ;  Whitney 
Arms  Co.  v.  Bartow,  63  id.  62 ;  Woodruff  v.  E.  B.  Co.  93  id.  618), 
this  doctrine  has  never  been  applied  to  a  mere  executory  contract 
which  is  sought  to  be  made  the  foundation  of  an  action,  either  by  or 
against  such  corporations.  It  was  said  by  Judge  Selden,  in  Tracy  v. 
Tdlmage  (14  N.  Y.  179),  "  That  a  contract  by  a  corporation,  which  it 
has  no  legal  capacity  to  make,  is  void  and  cannot  be  enforced,  it  would 
seem  difficult  to  deny."  In  White  v.  Buss  (3  Gushing,  448),  Chief- 
Justice  Shaw  lays  down  the  rule  as  follows :  "  It  is  well  settled  by  the 
authorities  that  any  promise,  contract  or  undertaking,  the  performance 
of  which  would  tend  to  promote,  advance  or  carry  into  effect  an  object 
or  purpose  which  is  unlawful,  is  in  itself  void  and  will  not  maintain  an 
action. 
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Lord  Mansfield,  in  Smith  v.  Bromley  (Douglas,  696),  sa3-s:  "If 
the  act  is  in  itself  immoral,  or  a  violation  of  the  general  laws  of  public 
policy,  then  the  party  paying  shall  not  have  this  action."  In  Tracy  v. 
Talmage,  {supra,  217),  Judge  Comstock  says:  "It  is  admitted  that 
the  contract  of  a  corporation,  which  it  has  no  legal  capacity  to  make, 
cannot  in  its  terms  be  enforced." 

There  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  exempt  the  plaintiff  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  general  principle  determined  in  the  cases  referred  to. 

Jones  owed  no  duty  to  the  plaintiff,  except  that  which  sprang  out  of 
his  engagement  to  purchase  the  stock  and  bonds  in  question  ;  and  that 
having  failed  on  account  of  its  illegality,  left  no  enforceable  obligation 
resting  upon  him.  {Levy  v.  Brush,  45  N.  Y.  589.)  There  is  no  pre- 
text for  the  claim  that  the  contract  was  in  any  respect  an  executed 
one,  for  Jones  never  even  entered  upon  its  performance.  His  subscrip- 
tion for  the  loan  in  his  own  name  was  in  direct  violation  of  the  obliga- 
tion which  it  is  claimed  that  he  had  assumed  ;  and  it  is  that  obligation 
alone  which  is  sought  to  be  enforced  in  this  action.  The  bank,  by  the 
transaction  in  question,  secured  Jones'  promise  to  do  certain  things, 
and  has  relied  solely  upon  that  promise.  It  has  done  nothing  in  per- 
formance of  the  contract,  and,  so  far  as  it  is  concerned,  the  contract 
remains  wholly  executory. 

Neither  can  Jones  be  treated  as  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  the  plain- 
tiff, a  trust  whereby  it  is  attempted  to  accomplish  an  illegal  purpose,  is 
quite  as  objectionable  as  a  direct  contract  to  effect  the  same  object. 

The  law  does  not  raise  an  implied  obligation  to  effectuate  a  purpose 
which  is  forbidden,  and  which  cannot  be  effected  by  the  parties  through 
the  agency  of  an  express  contract.     (Perry  on  Trusts,  §  214.) 

The  claim  here  is  that  a  trust  should  be  implied  to  enable  the  plain- 
tiff to  reap  the  profits  from  a  transaction  in  which  it  was  not  authorized 
by  law  to  engage.  We  have  found  no  authority  which  supports  such  a 
claim  and  are  unable  to  discover  any  ground  upon  which  this  action 
can  be  maintained. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur,  except  Rapallo  and  Eael,  JJ.,  dissenting. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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(b)  Executed  Transactions. 

LEAZURE  V.   HILLEGAS. 
1821.    7  Sergeant  Sr  Rawle  {Pa.),  313.1 

Ekkoe  to  tte  Common  Pleas  of  Bedford  County. 

Frederick  Hillegas,  the  plaintiff  below,  (who  is  defendant  in  error) ^ 
claimed  the  land  in  dispute  under  a  warrant  and  survey  to  Thomas 
Solt,  who  conveyed  to  George  Armstrong,  who  conveyed  to  William 
Henry,  who  conveyed  to  the  Bank  of  North  America,  who  conveyed 
to  Jam,es  Moss,  who  convej-ed  to  the  Plaintiff.  On  the  trial  several 
exceptions  were  taken  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  points  of  evidence. 

Tod,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

J.  Riddle  and  Thompson,  for  defendant  in  error. 

TiLGHMAN,  C.  J. 

The  third  exception  was,  to  the  admission  of  the  deed  from  the 
Bank  of  North  America  to  Jamss  Ross,  to  which  there  were  two 
objections,  first,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  seal  of  the  corpora- 
tion ;  and  second,  that  the  corporation  was  incapable  of  receiving  a 
conveyance  of  land,  otherwise  than  by  mortgage,  and  therefore  had  no 
estate  which  could  be  conveyed.  The  first  exception  [objection]  was 
good. 

But  the  great  points  in  this  camse  are,  the  capacity  of  the  bank  to 
take  the  land  conveyed  by  William  Henry's  deed,  and  afterwards  to 
convey  the  same  to  James  Ross.  There  is  no  doubt  that  a  corporation 
must  be  governed  by  the  charter,  from  which  it  derives  its  existence. 
It  can  do  no  act  nor  take  any  estate  contrary  to  its  charter.  If  there- 
fore it  can  be  shown,  that  the  Bank  of  North  America,  is  forbidden 
by  its  charter,  either  to  take,  or  to  convey,  the  land  contained  in 
William  Henry's  deed,  the  plaintiff's  action  cannot  be  supported.  By 
the  3d  section  of  the  Act  of  Incorporation,  (17th  of  March,  1787,  2  Sm. 
L.  399,)  the  bank  is  made  capable  "to  have,  hold,  purchase,  receive, 
possess,  enjoy,  and  retain,  lands,  rents,  tenements,  goods,  chattels, 
and  effects  of  whatsoever  kind,  nature  or  qualitj-,  to  the  amount  of  two 
millions  of  dollars  and  no  more,  and  also  to  sell,  grant,  &c.  the  same 
lands,  &c.  Provided  nevertheless,  that  such  lands  and  tenements, 
which  the  said  corporation  are  hereby  enabled  to  purchase  and  hold, 
1  Statement  abridged.     A  rgnments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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shall  only  extend  to  such  lot  and  lots  of  ground,  and  convenient  build- 
ings, and  improvements  thereon  erected  or  to  be  erected,  which  they 
may  find  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  said 
bank,  and  shall  actually  occupy  for  that  purpose,  and  to  such  lands 
and  tenements  which  are  or  may  he  bona  fids  mortgaged  to  them  as 
securities  for  their  debts."  It  is  remarkable,  that  with  regard  to  the 
holding  of  lands,  the  charter  of  this  bank  is  more  restricted  than  that 
of  any  other  bank  in  the  State,  for  all  the  otliers  are  enabled  to  hold, 
not  only  the  lands  which  have  been  bona  fide  mortgaged  to  them  by 
way  of  security  for  debts,  but  also  those,  "  which  may  be  convej'ed  to 
them  in  satisfaction  of  debts  previously  contracted  in  the  course  of 
their  business,  or  purchased  at  sales  upon  judgments  which  shall  have 
been  obtained  for  such  debts."  This  difference  of  restriction,  must 
have  arisen  from  the  extreme  jealousy  of  monied  corporations  which 
pervaded  the  mind  of  the  Legislature  when  the  Bank  of  North  America 
was  incorporated.  It  never  could  have  been  intended  to  place  that 
bank  on  a  worse  footing  than  others,  for  it  was  the  onlj'  one,  which 
risked  its  capital  on  a  field  altogether  untried  in  America,  and  which 
had  the  merit  of  rendering  essential  service  to  the  United  States, 
during  the  war  of  the  revolution.  It  would  be  improper  therefore,  to 
carry  the  restriction,  by  construction,  farther  than  the  words  of  the  law 
plainly  import.  The  restriction  is,  that  the  bank  shall  not  purchase 
and  hold.  Purchasing  and  holding,  are  very  different  things,  and 
the  consequences  of  each  are  very  different.  If  the  words  had  been, 
that  the  bank  should  neither  purchase  nor  hold,  then  it  could  have  done 
neither  one  nor  the  other.  But  although  purchasing  and  holding 
might  have  been  thought  dangerous,  because  of  the  power  which  it 
would  have  given  the  bank  to  bring  too  much  land  into  mortmain,  yet 
to  purchase,  subject  to  the  statutes  of  mortmain,  which  authorised  the 
Commonwealth  to  appropriate  the  land  to  its  own  use,  could  be  attended 
with  no  danger.  This  construction  would  satisfy  the  jealous  policy  of 
the  Legislature,  preserve  the  community  from  the  danger  of  too-  great 
a  mass  of  real  property  held  in  mortmain,  and  at  the  same  time  put  it 
in  the  power  of  the  Commonwealth  to  act  towards  the  bank,  as  justice 
might  seem  to  require.  This  is  a  consideration  of  no  small  importance  ; 
for  when  the  directors  of  the  bank  accepted  from  William  Henry,  a 
conveyance  of  his  land  at  a  fair  price,  in  payment  of  a  debt  bona  fide 
due,  it  would  be  hard  to  presume,  that  they  knew  they  were  acting  in 
violation  nf  fhpir  plig]-^pr  But  gi'anting  that  the  restriction  in  tlie 
charter,  did  not  extend  to  the  simple  act  of  purchasing,  it  may  be 
asked,  whence  did  the  corporation  derive  the  right  to  purchase,  and 
what  would  be  the  situation  of  land  purchased,  without  a  capacity  of 
holding.  The  answer  is,  that  a  corporation  has,  from  its  nature,  a 
right  to  purchase  lands,  though  the  charter  contains  no  license  to  that 
purpose.  And  in  this  respect  the  statutes  of  mortmain  have  not 
altered  the  law,  except  in  case  of  superstitious  uses.  But  since  those 
statutes,  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  enable  a  corporation  to  retain 
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lands  -which  it  has  purchased,  to  have  a  license  for  that  purpose ;  other- 
wise, in  England,  the  next  lord  of  the  fee  may  enter  within  a  year 
after  the  alienation,  and  if  he  do  not,  then  the  next  immediate  lord, 
from  time  to  time,  has  half  a  year  to  enter,  and  for  default  of  all  the 
mesne  lords,  the  king  takes  the  land  so  aliened,  for  ever.  That  this  Is 
the  law  appears  from  the  following  authorities.  2  Black.  Com.  268, 
269.  Co.  lit.  2.  6  Vin.  Ab.  265.  (<?.  pi.  2.)  id.  266.  joZ.  8.  Jenk. 
Cent.  270.  3  Com.  Dig.  399.  (F.  10.)  id.  401.  (F.  15.)  1  Hoi. 
Ab.  513.  1.  35.  10  Co.  80.  But  in  Pennsylvania,  where  there  are 
no  mesne  lords,  the  right  would  accrue  immediately  to  the  Common- 
wealth. It  has  been  objected  however,  that  according  to  the  report  of 
the  Judges  of  this  Court,  made  on  the  14th  December,  1808,  in  pur- 
suance of  an  Act  of  Assembly  requiring  them  to  make  a  report  of  the 
English  statutes  which  are  in  force  in  the  Commonwealth,  &c.,  it 
appears,  that  all  conveyances  of  land  to  a  corporation,  without  license, 
are  absolutely  void.  I  will  consider  this  objection.  The  Judges  re- 
ported the  following  statutes  of  mortmain,  "  7  Ed.  I.  {Stat.  2.)  13  Ed. 
I.  ch.  32.  15  Bich.  II.  ch.  5,  and  23  Hen.  VIII.  ch.  10 ;  which  are  in 
part  inapplicable  to  this  country,  and  in  part  applicable,  and  in  force. 
Thej'  are  so  far  in  force,  that  all  conve3-ances  by  deed  or  will,  of  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  made  to  a  body  corporate,  are  void, 
unless  sanctioned  by  charter  or  Act  of  Assembly.  So  also  are  all  such 
convej'ances  void,  made  either  to  an  individual,  or  to  any  number  of 
persons  associated,  but  not  incorporated,  if  the  said  conveyances  are 
for  uses  or  purposes  of  a  superstitious  nature,  and  not  calculated  to 
promote  objects  of  charity  or  utility."  I  have  quoted  the  words  of  the 
report,  and  it  is  evident  that  the  Judges  could  have  no  intent,  nor  had 
they  power  to  make  any  addition  to  the  statutes,  or  in  any  manner  to 
alter  them.  Now  bj'  reference  to  the  statutes,  it  will  appear,  that  in 
all  of  them,  except  the  23  Hen.  VIII.  ch.  10 ;  the  conveyance  is  not 
absolutely  void,  but  the  estate  passes  to  the  corporation,  subject  as 
before  mentioned,  to  the  right  of  the  several  mesne  lords,  and  in  their 
default,  of  the  king,  to  enter  and  hold  in  fee.  But  by  the  statute  of 
23  Sen.  VIII.  ch.  10,  (which  has  been  determined  to  extend  to  super- 
stitious uses  only,  see  2  Black.  Com.  273.  1  Co.  Rep.  24,)  uses  and 
trusts,  made  and  contrived  in  favour  of  religious  persons,  or  any  bodies 
corporate,  for  more  than  twenty  years,  shall  be  utterly  void.  Now  the 
meaning  of  the  report  of  the  Judges  is,  that,  according  to  the  statute 
cited  by  them,  conveyances  to  superstitious  uses,  are  absolutely  void, 
and  conveyances  to  corporations,  to  uses  not  superstitious,  are  so  far 
void,  that  those  corporations  shall  have  no  capacity  to  hold  the  estates 
for  their  own  benefit,  but  subject  to  the  right  of  the  Commonwealth, 
who  may  appropriate  them  to  its  own  use  at  pleasure  ;  in  other  words, 
that  such  conveyances  have  no  validity  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
corporation  to  hold  in  mortmain.  But  to  support  the  plaintiffs  title, 
it  must  be  shewn  that  the  corporation  had  power,  not  only  to  take  by 
purchase,  but  to  alien.    In  this  respect  I  consider  a  corporation  in  the 
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situation  of  an  alien,  who  has  power  to  take,  but  not  to  hold.  That  an 
alien  may  take  by  purchase,  (though  not  by  descent,)  has  been  settled 
from  the  earliest  times.  It  is  so  laid  down  in  Co.  Lit.  2,  and  I  believe 
has  never  been  questioned.  Neither  has  it  been  questioned,  that  the 
land  is  subject  to  forfeiture,  and  may  be  seised  for  the  king,  after  ofHce 
found.  But  it  has  been  questioned,  what  is  the  right  of  the  alien 
before  office  found  for  the  king.  Without  reference  to  English  cases, 
which  leave  the  matter  in  doubt,  we  have  the  highest  authority  in  our 
own  country  for  saying,  that  until  some  Act  done  by  the  Common- 
wealth according  to  its  own  laws,  to  vest  the  estate  in  itself,  it  remains 
in  the  alien,  who  may  convey  it  to  a  purchaser,  but  he  can  convey  no 
estate  which  is  not  defeasible  by  the  Commonwealth.  This  principle 
was  asserted  by  Judge  Story,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  Fairfax's  Devisee  v.  Hunter's 
Lessee,  7  Cranch,  603  ;  and  this  was  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Massachusetts,  in  the  case  of  Sheafe  v.  O'Neil,  1  Mass.  Hep.  256, 
cited  by  Judge  Story.  It  is  reasonable  in  theory,  and  can  have  no  ill 
effect  in  practice,  that  he  who  has  a  defeasible  estate,  may  convey  a 
defeasible  estate.  Provided  the  right  of  the  Commonwealth  to  defeat 
the  estate  granted  by  the  alien  remains  entire,  it  is  immaterial  who 
holds  the  land  until  that  right  be  prosecuted.  Supposing  then,  that  the 
cases  of  the  alien,  and  the  corporation  be  similar,  (and  I  see  not  how 
they  can  be  distinguished,)  it  follows  that  the  deed,  from  the  Bank  of 
North  America  to  James  Ross,  conveyed  a  fee  simple,  defeasible  by 
the  Commonwealth.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  did  indeed  contend, 
that  this  deed  might  be  considered  as  a  mortgage,  though  on  its  face  it 
appears  to  be  an  absolute  convej-ance.  But  this  construction  cannot 
be  supported.  In  order  to  carrj'  the  intent  of  the  grantor  into  effect,  a 
deed  intended  to  operate  as  one  species  of  conveyance,  may  be  construed 
to  operate  as  another,  provided  it  contain  words  sufficient.  But  it 
cannot  be  construed  so  as  to  destroy  the  intent  of  the  parties,  as  would 
be  the  case  by  holding  this  deed  to  be  a  mortgage  ;  for  it  was  the  clear 
intent  of  both  parties  to  make  an  absolute  sale,  and  not  a  mortgage. 
When  William  Henry  conveyed  the  lands  mentioned  in  his  deed,  it 
was  his  intent,  that  in  consideration  thereof,  the  debt  due  from  him  to 
the  bank  should  be  extinguished,  and  the  bank  agreed  to  accept  the 
conveyance  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt.  But  supposing  it  to  be  a  mort- 
gage, the  debt  would  be  extinguished,  and  Henry  would  still  remain 
responsible.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  therefore,  that  it  was  not  a  mort- 
gage, but  an  absolute  conveyance. 

•  •■■•••  •• 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  there  was  error,  in  admitting 
the  deed  from  the  Bank  of  North  America  to  James  Boss  without 
proof  of  the  corporate  seal,  and  that  there  is  no  other  error  in  the 
record.  The  judgment  is  therefore  to  be  reversed,  and  a  venire  facias 
Ae  novo  awarded. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  a  venire  f ados 
de  novo  awarded. 
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1890.    91  Alabama,  519.^ 

McClelian,  J.  The  case  made  by  the  amended  bill  is  this :  On 
April  23,  1883,  the  complainant,  B.  M.  Long,  and  his  wife,  Amanda  C. 
Long,  exeeated  to  the  Georgia  Pacific  Railway  Co.  a  deed  upon  valuable 
consideration  presently  paid,  to  and  of  the  iron,  coal  and  oil  inter- 
ests and  properties  in  and  pertaining  to  certain  tracts  of  land,  aggre- 
gating about  four  thousand  acres  ;  the  said  Long  retaining  the  fee  to  said 
lands,  except  in  respect  to  said  mineral  interests,  and  continuing  in 
possession  thereof.  The  grantee  is  a  corporation,  and  was  and  is 
without  power  to  purchase  and  hold  said  land,  or  the  mineral  interests 
in  the  same.  The  bill  seeks  to  have  the  deed  declared  void,  because  of 
this  incapacity  of  the  corporation,  and  to  have  the  same  cancelled  as  a 
cloud  upon  coinplainant's  title.  The  bill  was  demurred  to  on  several 
grounds,  and  the  demurrer  was  sustained  generally,  the  decree  to  that 
end  being  now  assigned  as  error. 

Only  those  grounds  of  error  which  present  the  question,  whether  a 
vendor  who  has  sold,  received  payment  for,  and  convej^ed  land  to  a 
corporation,  which  had  no  power  to  hold  the  same,  can  have  any  relief 
in  respect  to  the  transaction,  are  discussed  in  argument ;  and  to  these 
our  consideration  will  be  confined,  since  it  is  manifest  that  the  deter- 
mination of  this  question,  in  line  with  the  decree  below,  as  we  think  it 
must  be  determined,  will  be  fatal,  not  oaly  to  the  present  appeal,  but 
to  complainant's  cause  of  action. 

It  is  thoroughlj'  well  settled  law,  that  a  party  to  an  ultra  vires  execu- 
tory contract  made  with  a  corporation  is  not  estopped  to  set  up  the 
want  of  corporate  capacity  in  the  premises,  either  by  the  fact  bf  con- 
tracting, whereby  the  power  to  contract  is,  in  a  sense,  admitted  or 
recognized,  or  by  the  fact  that  the  fruits  or  issues  of  the  contract  have 
been  received  and  enjoyed ;  and  this,  though  the  assault  upon  the 
transaction  comes  from  the  corporation  itself  —  Marion  Savings  Sank 
V.  Dunklin,  54  Ala.  471 ;  Chambers  v.  Falkner,  65  Ala.  448  ;  Sher- 
wood  V.  Alvis,  83  Ala.  115  ;  Chewacla  Lime  Works  v.  Dismukes,  87 
Ala.  344.  But,  where  the  contract  is  fully  executed  —  where  what- 
ever was  contracted  to  be  done  on  either  hand  has  been  done  —  a  dif- 
ferent rule  prevails.  In  such  case,  the  law  will  not  interfere,  at  the 
instance  of  either  partj',  to  undo  that  which  it  was  originally  unlawful 
to  do,  and  to  the  doing  of  which,  so  long  as  the  contract  to  that  end 
remained  executory,  neither^party  could  have  coerced  the  other.  As 
declared  by  Mr.  Bishop,  r^e  parties  voluntarily  doing  of  what  they  >^'*' 

have  unlawfully  agreed,  places  them,  in  eflect,  in  the  same  position  as  if     ^aX^--(M 
the  contract  had  been  originally  good ;  neither  can  recover  of  the  other     ^ 

1  Statemeut  and  arguments  omitted.  —  Ed, 
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t?hat  was  parted  with.  The  reason  for  which  is,  that,  since  they  ara 
equally  in  fault,  the  law  will  help  neith^?j  —  Bishop  on  Contracts, 
§  627. 

The  former  decisions  of  this  court  are  in  line  with  this  doctrine,  and 
fully  recognize  the  distinction  between  executory  and  executed  void 
contracts,  to  the  effect  that,  while  suits  to  enforce  the  former  may 
always  be  defended  on  the  ground  of  their  invalidity,  no  relief  praj-ed 
upon  such  ground  can  be  granted  with  respect  to  the  latter.  —  Morris 
V.  Hale,  41  Ala.  510  ;  Ingersoll  v.  Campbell,  46  Ala.  282  ;  Sherwoodv. 
Alms,  83  Ala.  115;  Dudley  v.  CoUier,  87  Ala.  431;  Craddock  v. 
Mortgage  Co.,  88  Ala.  281.  And  this  is  the  doctrine  generally  declared 
by  other  courts.  —  Thomas  v.  Railroad  Co.,  101  U.  S.  71 ;  Day  v.  8. 
S.  B.  Co.,  57  Mich.  146  ;  s.  c,  52  Amer.  Rep.  352  ;  Farish  v.  Wheeler, 
22  N.  Y,  494 ;  Miners'  Ditch  Co.  v.  Tellerbach,  37  Cal.  542,  606 ; 
Terry  v.  Eagle  Lock  Co.,  47  Conn.  141. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  the  case  presented  by  the  bill  involved 
a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  railway  company  to  buy,  and  on  the  part 
of  the  complainant  to  sell,  certain  interests  in  the  land  described.  It 
is  equally  clear  that  the  payment  of  the  agreed  price  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  execution  of  the  conveyance  on  the  other,  fully  executed  this 
contract  on  both  sides,  left  nothing  to  be  done  by  either  party  in  the 
premises,  and  bring  the  transaction  within  the  principle  we  have  been 
considering,  which  denies  to  the  complainant  any  relief  in  respect  to  it. 
rj-'he  same  conclusion  is  reached  by  another  well  established  prin- 
ciple. It  is,  that  when  a  party  sells  and  conveys  property  to  a  corpora- 
tion, which  is  without  power  to  purchase  and  hold  the  same,  and 
receives  compensation  therefor,  there  being  no  fraud  in  the  transaction, 
he  is  in  no  sense  injured  or  prejudiced  by  the  incapacity  of  the  corpora- 
tion, nor  can  he  be  heard  to  complain  of  it ;  but  the  question  becomes 
one  between  the  corporation  and  the  State,  the  sovereign  alone  having 
the  right  to  impeach  the  transaction  ;  and  until  it  supervenes  for  this 
purpose,  the  corporation  is  vested  wjth  perfect  title  against  all  the 
world,  defeasible  only  on  office  found!^— .E.  Ss  D.  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Proctor,  29  Vt.  93;  Deazure  v.  Sillegas,  7  Serg.  &  Rawle,  313; 
Ooundiev.  Northampton  Water  Co.,  7  Pa.  St.  233  ;  Jia.ird  v.  Dank  oj 
Washington,  11  Serg.  &  Rawle,  411 ;  Lathrop  v.  Bank,  8  Dana,  114, 
129 ;  Hough  v.  Cook  County  Land  Co.,  73  111.  23 ;  s.  c,  24  Amer, 
Rep.  230 ;  Cowles  v.  Springs  Co.,  100  U.  S.  55  ;  Reynolds  v.  Craw- 
fordsville  Bank,  112  U.  S.  405,  413  ;  2  Mor.  Corp.  §  710. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  affirmed ;  and  the  same  result  is 
reached  in  the  case  of  B.  L.  Jones  and  B.  B.  Long  v.  Ga.  Pac.  Railway 
Co. ,  submitted  with  this  case,  and  involving  the  same  question. 

Affirmed 
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AMERICAN  UNION  TELEGRAPH  CO.  v.   UNION 
PACIFIC  R.   CO. 

1880.     1  McCrary's  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  Reports,  188.1 

Motion  for  injunction. 

The  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  was  chartered  by  Congress,  with 
power  to  ' '  lay  out,  locate,  construct,  furnish,  maintain  and  enjoy  a  con- 
tinuous railroad  and  telegraph,  with  appurtenances."  The  U.  S.  en- 
dowed the  corporation  with  large  grants  of  lauds  and  bonds  to  aid  in 
the  construction,  and  imposed  upon  the  corporation  the  duty  of  reim- 
bursing the  government  from  the  earnings  of  the  road  and  telegraph 
line.  In  1866  the  U.  P.  R.  Co.  leased  to  the  Am.  Union  Tel.  Co.  all 
its  telegraph  lines,  wires,  poles,  &c.  for  the  whole  term  of  the  R.  R. 
Co.'s  charter  and  any  renewals  thereof;  subject  to  the  rights  of  the 
United  States  as  set  forth  in  the  charter  of  the  railroad  company,  and 
on  the  condition  that  plaintiff  would  fully  perform  all  the  duties  imposed 
or  to  be  imposed  upon  the  railroad  company  by  its  charter  or  by  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.  The  R.  R.  Co.  received  a  valuable  consid- 
eration in  stock  of  the  Telegraph  Co.,  which  stock  the  R.  R.  Co.  applied 
to  its  own  use.  In  Feb.  1880,  the  R.  R.  Co.  assumed,  of  its  own  motion, 
to  rescind  the  lease,  and  to  resume  possession  and  control  of  the  prop- 
erty ;  for  which  purpose  its  agents  cut  certain  wires  running  from  plain- 
tiff's oflBces  to  the  main  line.  The  Telegraph  Co.  filed  a  bill ;  praying, 
inter  alia,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  disregard- 
ing the  above  contract,  and  from  interfering  with  the  property  covered 
thereby,  and  from  preventing  plaintiff  from  reconnecting  the  wires,  so 
as  to  restore  them  to  their  original  condition  before  the  same  were  cut. 
The  defendants  answered,  aflSdavits  were  filed,  and  a  full  hearing  was 
had  upon  the  application  for  injunction  (a  temporary  injunction  having 
been  allowed). 

Williams  <&  Thompson,  and  C.  Beckwith,  for  plaintiffs. 

John  Jf.  Dillon,  Sidney  Bartlett,  J.  P.  Usher,  and  A.  J.  Popple- 
ton,  for  defendants. 

McCeart,  Circuit  Judge. 

[The  learned  Judge  held,  that  the  power  which  the  charter  confers, 
to  "  construct,  furnish,  maintain,  and  enjoy  a  continuous  railroad  and 
telegraph,"  was  personal,  and  carried  with  it  a  duty  and  obligation 
which  could  not  be  transferred ;  that  the  contract  of  lease  was  ultra 
vires,  because  it  transferred  from  the  company  property  which  was 
necessary  to  the  performance  by  the  company  of  its  public  duties ;  and 
also  because  it  attempted  to  transfer  certain  franchises  of  the  company, 

I  Statement  abridged  from  opinion.  Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted 
—  Ed. 
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viz.  the  right  to  operate  a  telegraph  line  and  to  fix  and  collect  tolls  foi 
the  use  of  the  same.    The  remainder  of  the  opinion  is  as  follows :] 

This  brings  me  to  the  question  whether  the  railroad  company  can  be 
permitted  to  rescind  the  contract,  and  on  its  own  motion  to  take  pos- 
session of  the  lines,  offices,  and  property,  without  first  returning  the 
Ni_  consideration  received  therefor  from  the  plaintiff.  As  already  stated, 
/  the  railroad  company  received  from  the  plaintiff,  in  payment  for  the 
property  and  rights  agreed  to  be  transferred  by  said  contracts,  17,800 
shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation  plaintiff.  There  is  a  dis- 
pute as  to  the  value  of  the  stock,  but  I  believe  it  is  not  placed  by  any 
one  of  the  deponents  at  less  than  $150,000,  while  some  of  them  place  it 
at  a  much  higher  sum. 

No  case  has  been  cited  in  argument,  nor  have  I  been  able  to  find  one, 
which  holds  that  a  court  of  equity,  having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  to 
"  and  the  subject-matter  of"  an  illegal  contract,  should  require  one  of 
^j_  such  parties  to  give  up  what  he  has  received  under  it,  without  requiring 
(""  the  other  to  do  the  same.  Many  cases  hold  that  a  corporation  which 
has  made  a  contract  ultra  vires,  which  has  not  been  fully  performed,  is 
not  estopped  from  pleading  its  own  want  of  power  when  sued  upon  such 
contract ;  but  that  doctrine  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  a  party 
comes  into  a  court  of  equity,  and,  while  retaining  all  that  he  has  re- 
ceived upon  such  a  contract,  asks  to  be  permitted  to  retake  what  he  has 
parted  with  under  it.  I  take  it  there  is  nothing  in  the  law,  as  there  ia 
certainly  nothing  in  the  principles  of  equity,  to  estop  the  court  from 
saying  that  the  obligation  to  return  the  property  transferred  under  these 
contracts  is  mutual,  and  shall  not  be  enforced  against  one  of  the  parties 
without  being  at  the  same  time  enforced  against  the  other.  As  the 
parties  and  the  subject-matter  are  now  before  the  court,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  court,  as  far  as  possible,  to  place  them  in  statu  quo.  It  has  been 
held  that  even  in  cases  at  common  law,  a  contract,  ultra  vires,  made 
between  a  corporation  and  another  person,  and  under  which  the  corpo- 
ration has  received  value,  which  it  retains,  will  be  so  far  enforced  as  to 
estop  the  corporation  from  refusing  payment  on  the  ground  of  its  own 
want  of  power.     Bradley  v.  Bullard,  55  111.  417. 

And  in  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  E.  Go.  (Supreme  Court  U.  S.),  already 
quoted  from  at  length,  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  upon  this  point,  says: 
"There  can  be  no  question  that,  in  many  instances,  where  an  invalid 
contract,  which  the  partj'  to  it  might  have  avoided  or  refused  to  per- 
form, has  been  fully  performed  on  both  sides,  whereby  money  has  been 
paid  or  property  changed  hands,  the  courts  have  refused  to  sustain  an 
action  for  the  recover}^  of  the  property  or  the  money  so  transferred. 
And  in  regard  to  corporations,  the  rule  has  been  well  laid  down  by 
Chief  Justice  Comstock,  in  Parish  v.  Wheeler,  22  N.  Y.  404,  that  the 
executed  dealings  of  corporations  must  be  allowed  to  stand  for  and 
against  both  parties  when  the  plainest  rules  of  good  faith  require  it. 
But  what  is  sought  in  the  case  before  us  is  the  enforcement  of  the  unex- 
ecuted part  of  this  agreement.    So  far  as  it  has  been  executed,  namely, 
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the  four  or  five  years  of  action  under  it,  the  accounts  have  been 
adjusted,  and  each  party  has  received  what  he  was  entitled  to  by  its 
terms." 

The  present  case,  like  the  New  Jersey  case  in  which  these  remarks 
were  made,  is  one  on  which  the  contract  has  been  executed  in  part,  but 
it  differs  from  that  case  in  one  important  particular.  In  the  New  Jersey 
case  the  court  say  that,  "so  far  as  it  [the  contract  in  question]  lia>, 
been  executed,  namely',  the  four  or  five  years  of  action  under  it,  the 
accounts  have  been  adjusted,  and  each  party  has  received  what  he  was 
entitled  to  by  its  terms." 

If  that  case  had  been  in  equity,  and  it  had  appeared  that  the  railroad 
company  had  received^jn  advance  the  full  consideration  for  the  whole 
_temn.  of  the  lease,  which  it  retained,  while  asking  to  be  relieved  from 
the  contract,  I  have  no  doubt  the  court  would  have  said  :  "  You  must 
come  into  this  tribunal  with  clean  hands  ;  you  must  do  equity  before  you 
can  seek  the  aid  of  a  court  of  conscience." 

The  contention  of  the  railroad  company  is  that  it  should  be  permitted  — L^ 
to  take  possession  of  the  property  in  controversj-  without  process  or     ' 
legal  proceedings.     While  I  am  clear  tliat  the  contracts  under  which 
the  property  is  held  bj'  plaintiff  are  ultra  vires',  there  is  a  dispute  upon 
that  subject,  and  such  a  dispute  as  in  my  judgment  cannot  be  deter- 
mined by  the  railroad  company  of  its  own  motion. 

The  right  of  rescission  does  not  justif}'  tlie  railroad  company  in  taking 
possession  except  b3-  lawful  means.  The  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  be 
heard  upon  issue  joined  in  a  proper  proceeding  before  being  ejected. 
The  present  question  is  not  whether  the  contracts  should  be  rescinded 
and  the  property  restored  to  the  railroad  company,  but  whether  this 
should  be  done  by  the  railroad  company  upon  its  own  motion,  and  in  a 
way  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  not  onlj'  of  a  hearing  in  the  regular  course 
of  this  court,  but  also  deprive  it  of  the  right  of  appeal. 

It  is  one  thing  for  me  to  hold  that  the  contracts  are  in  my  judgment 
ultra  vires,  and  quite  another  to  say  to  the  railroad  company,  "  You 
ma3'  turn  the  plaintiff  out  and  take  possession  without  giving  it  a  day 
in  court." 

An  injunction  will  often  be  granted  to  restrain  a  party  from  deciding 
for  himself  a  question  involving  controverted  rights,  and  to  compel  him 
to  resort  to  the  courts,  and  this  without  regard  to  the  absolute  merits 
of  the  controversy.  It  is  enougli  that  there  is  a  controversy  to  justify 
a  court  of  equity-  in  directing  that  it  be  settled  b}'  legal  proceedings. 
Eckelkamp  v.  Schroeder,  45  Mo.  505  ;  Varick  v.  New  York,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  53 ;  Dudley  v.  Trustees,  12  B.  Mon.  610 ;  Farmers  v.  Reno,  53 
Pa.  St.  224 ;  Sunsing  v.  Steamboat  Co.,  7  Johns.  Ch.  162. 

The  principle  settled  bj'  these  and  many  other  cases  is  that  a  party 
who  is  in  actual  possession  of  property,  claiming  under  color  of  title,  is 
not  to  be  ousted,  except  by  the  means  provided  by  law,  and  such  a  pos- 
session the  court  will  protect  by  injunction  from  disturbance  by  any 
other  means.    For  this  reason,  therefore,  as  well  as  upon  the  grounds 
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above  stated,  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  railway  company  can- 
not be  permitted  to  oust  the  plaintiff  from  possession  without  process. 

The  injunction,  heretofore  granted,  will  be  so  far  modified  as  to  make 
it  clear  tliat  the  railroad  company  is  at  liberty  to  institute  legal  proceed- 
ings, either  by  cross-bill  in  this  case  or  otherwise,  to  cancel  and  set  aside 
the  said  contracts  upon  a  return  of  the  consideration,  and  to  settle  and 
adjust,  upon  principles  of  equitj',  the  accounts  between  the  parties. 


ST,  LOUIS,  VANDALIA,  &  TERRE  HAUTE  R,  CO.  v.  TERRE 
HAUTE   &   INDIANAPOLIS   R,   CO, 

1892.     145  U.  S.  393.1 

Appeal  from  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  Illinois. 

Bill  in  equity,  filed  in  1887,  by  an  Illinois  corporation  against  an 
Indiana  corporation,  to  set  aside  and  cancel  a  conveyance,  or  lease,  of 
the  plaintiffs  railroad  and  franchises  to  the  defendant  for  a  term  of  999 
5'ears.  The  lease  was  made  in  1868.  The  defendants  took  possession 
of  the  road  shortly  after  the  execution  of  the  lease,  and  have  ever 
since  operated  it.  The  bill,  as  amended,  prayed  for  a  cancellation 
and  surrender  of  the  lease,  for  a  return  of  the  railroad  and  other 
propertj-  held  under  it,  for  an  injunction  against  disturbing  the  plaintiff 
in  the  possession  and  control  tiiereof,  and  for  an  account  of  the  sums 
which  the  defendant  had  received,  or  with  due  diligence  might  have 
received,  from  the  use  and  operation  of  the  railroad  and  property.  A 
demurrer  to  the  bill  was  sustained  b}'  the  Circuit  Court  (33  Federal 
Reporter,  440). 

Lyman  Trumbull^  John  M.  Butler^  Henry  S.  Rabbins,  and  Perry 
Trumbull,  for  appellant. 

George  Hoadly,  for  appellee. 

Gkat,  J.  The  object  of  this  suit  between  two  railroad  corporations, 
as  stated  in  the  amended  bill,  is  to  have  a  contract,  by  whicli  the  plain- 
tiff transferred  its  railroad  and  equipment,  as  well  as  its  franchise  to 
maintain  and  operate  the  road,  to  the  defendant  for  a  term  of  nine 
hundred  and  ninety-nine  years,  set  aside  and  caixcelled,  as  beyond  the 
corporate  powers  of  one  or  both  of  the  parties. 

In  short,  by  this  contract  one  railroad  corporation  undertook  to 
transfer  its  whole  railroad  and  equipment,  and  its  privilege  and  fran- 
chise to  maintain  and  operate  the  road,  to  another  railroad  corporation 
for  a  term  of  nine  hnndrefl  prid  pinpty-nina  years,  in  consideration  of 
the  payment  from  time  to  time  bj- thelattBrto  the  former  of  a  certain 

1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  — Ed. 
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portion  of  the  gross  receipts.  This  was,  in  substance  and  effect,  a 
lease  of  the  railroad  and  franchise  for  a  term  of  almost  a  thousand 
years,  and  was  a  contract  which  neither  corporation  had  the  lawful 
power  to  enter  into,  unless  expressly  authorised  by  the  State  which 
created  it,  and  which,  if  beyond  the  scope  of  the  lawful  powers  of 
either  corporation,  was  unlawful  and  wholly  void,  could  not  be  ratified 
or  validated  by  either  or  both,  and  would  support  no  action  or  suit  by 
either  against  the  other.  Thomas  v.  Railroad  Co.,  101  U.  S.  71  ; 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  tb  Terre  Haute  Railroad, 
118  U.  S.  290,  630;  Oregon  Railway  v.  Oregonian  Railway,  130 
U.  S.  1 ;  Central  Transportation  Co,  v.  Pullman's  Car  Co.,  139 
U.  S.  24. 

Upon  the  question  whether  this  contract  was  ultra  vires  of  either 
corporation,  this  case  cannot  be  distinguished  in  principle  from  Penn- 
sylvania Railroad  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Railroad, 
above  cited. 

[After  discussing  the  question  whether  the  contract  was  beyond  the 
corporate  powers  of  either  party,  the  opinion  continues  as  follows :] 

It  may  therefore  be  assumed,  as  contended  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
contract  in  question  was  ultra  vires  of  the  defendant,  and  therefore  did 
not  bind  eitiier  part3',  and  neither  party  could  have  maintained  a  suit 
upon  it,  at  law  or  in  equity,  against  the  other. 

It  does  not,  however,  follow  that  this  suit  to  set  aside  and  cancel  the 
contract  can  be  maintained.  If  it  can,  it  is  somewhat  remarkable  that, 
in  the  repeated  and  full  discussions  which  the.  doctrine  of  ultra  vires 
has  undergone  in  the  English  courts  within  the  last  fifty  years,  no 
attempt  has  been  made  to  bring  a  suit  like  this.  '  The  only  cases  cited 
in  the  elaborate  briefs  for  the  plaintiff,  or  which  have  come  to  our 
notice,  approaching  this  in  their  circumstances,  are  in  American  courts, 
not  of  last  resort,  and  present  no  sufficient  reasons  for  maintaining  this 
suit.  Auburn  Academy  v.  Strong,  Hopkins  Ch.  278 ;  Atlantic  <& 
Pacific  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway,  1  McCrary,  541 ; 
Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.  v.  St.  Joseph  t&  Western  Railway,  1 
McCrary,  565  ;  Union  Bridge  Co.  v.  Troy  &  Lansingburgh  Railroad, 
7  Lansing,  240 ;  27ew  Castle  Railway  v.  Simpson,  21  Fed.  Rep.  533. 

The  English  cases  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  were  either  suits  to  set 
aside  marriage  brokage  bonds,  as  in  Drury  v.  Hooke,  1  Vernon,  412, 
and  Smith  v.  Bruning,  2  Vernon,  392 ;  S.  C.  nom.  Goldsmith  v. 
Bruning,  1  Eq.  Cas.  Ab.  89 ;  or  to  recover  back  money  paid  for  the 
purchase,  without  leave  of  the  Crown,  of  a  commission  in  the  military 
or  naval  service,  as  in  Morris  v.  Mc  CvMock,  Ambler,  433 ;  S.  C.  2 
Eden,  190.  Those  cases  have  sometimes  been  justified  upon  the  ground 
that,  the  agreement  being  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  the  relief  was 
given  to  the  public  through  the  party.  Debenham  v.  Ox,  1  Ves.  Sen. 
276;  St.  John  v.  St.  John,  11  Ves.  526,  536;  Cone  v.  Russell,  3 
Dickinson  (48  N.  J.  Eq.),  208.  But  Sir  William  Grant  explained  them 
as  proceeding  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  less  guilty  than 
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the  defendant.  Osborne  v.  Williams,  18  Ves.  379,  382.  And  Morris 
V.  Mc  OuUock  can  hardlj'  be  reconciled  with  his  decision  in  Thomson 
V.  Thomson,  7  Ves.  470,  or  with  the  current  of  later  authorities. 

The  general  rule,  in  equity,  as  at  law,  is  In  pari  delicto  potior  est 
jumditio  defendeniis  ;  and  therefore  neither  party  to  an  illeg;al  contract 
will  be  aided  by  the  court,  whether  to  enforce  it  or  tn  sot  it.  naidfi.     If 
iSe  contract  is  illegal,  aflarmative_relie£against  it  will  not  be  grantec[7~ 
at  law  or  in  oquity,  unless_the^ntra^rtgmainse^  or  unless 

the  parties  are  considered  Wt  in  equSlautJ,  as  where  the  law  violated 
is  intended  for  the  coercion  oTTBe^ne  party  and  the  protection  of  the 
other,  or  where  there  has  been  fraud  or  oppression  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  Thomas  v.  Bijchmond,  12  Wall.  349,  365  ;  Spring  Co.  v. 
Knowlton,  103  U.  S.  49  ;  Story  Eq.  Jur.  §  298. 

"While  an  unlawful  contract,  the  parties  to  which  are  in  pari  delicto, 
remains  executor^',  its  invalidity  is  a  defence  in  a  court  of  law  ;Und  a 
court  of  equity  will  order  its  cancellation  only  as  an  equitable  mode  of 
making  that  defence  effectual,  and  when  necessary  for  that  purpose] 
Adams  on  Eq.  175.  Consequently,  it  is  well'settled,  at  the  presrat 
day,  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  entertain  jurisdiction  to  order  an 
instrument  to  be  delivered  up  and  cancelled,  upon  the  ground  of 
illegalitj'  appearing  on  its  face,  -and  when,  therefore,  there  is  no  danger 
that  the  lapse  of  time  may  deprive  the  party  to  be  charged  upon  it  of 
his  means  of  defence.  Story  Eq.  Jur.  §  700  a,  and  cases  cited  ;  Simp- 
son V.  Howden,  3  Myl.  &  Or.  97 ;  Ayerst  v.  Jenkins,  L.  R.  16  Eq. 
275^1.82. 

/When  the  parties  are  in  pari  delicto,  and  the  contract  has  been  fully 
executed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  by  the  conveyance  of  property,  or 
by  the  payment  of  money,  and  has  not  been  repudiated  by  the  defend- 
ant, it  is  now  equally-  well  settled  that  neither  a  court  of  law  nor  a 
court  of  equity  will  assist  the  plaintiff  to -recover  back  the  property 
conveyed  or  money  paid  under  the  contractJ  Thomas  v.  Richmond, 
•above  cited ;  Ayerst  v.  Jenkins,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  275,  284.  For  instance, 
property  conve^-ed  pursuant  to  a  contract  made  in  consideration  of 
the  compounding  of  a  crime,  and  the  stifling  of  a  criminal  prosecution,' 
and  therefore  clearly  illegal,  cannot  be  recovered  back  at  law,  nor  the 
conveyance  set  aside  in  equity,  unless  obtained  by  such  fraud  or  op- 
pression on  the  part  of  the  grantee,  that  the  conveyance  cannot  be  con- 
sidered the  voluntary  act  of  the  grantor.  Worcester  v.  Eaton,  11 
Mass.  368,  and  13  Mass.  371 ;  Atwood-v.  Msk,  101  Mass.  363;  Bry- 
ant V.  Peck  S  Whipple  Co.,  154  Mass.  460;  Williams  v.  Jiayley, 
L.  R.  1  H.  L.  200;  Jones  y.  Merionetshire  Society,  1892,  1  Ch.  173, 
182,  185,  187. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  contract  by  which  the  plaintiff  conveyed  its 
railroad  and  franchise  to  the  defendant  for  a  term  of  nine  hundred  and 
ninety-nine  j-ears  was  beyond  the  defendant's  corporate  powers,  and 
therefore  unlawful  and  void,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  take 
notice.    The  plaintiff  stood  In  the  position  of  alienating  the  powers 
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which  it  had  i-eceived  from  the  State,  and  the  duties  which  it  owed  to 
the  public,  to  another  corporation,  which  it  knew  had  no  lawful  capa- 
city to  exercise  those  powers  or  to  perform  those  duties.  If,  as  the 
plaintiff  contends,  the  contract  was  also  beyond  its  own  corporate 
powers,  it  is  certainly  in  no  better  position.  In  either  aspect  of  the 
case,  the  plaintiff  was  in  pari  delicto  with  the  defendant.  The  in- 
validity of  the  contract,  in  view  of  the  laws  of  which  both  parties  were 
bound  to  take  notice,  was  apparent  on  its  face.  The  contract  has  been 
fully  executed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  actual  transfer  of  its 
railroad  and  franchise  to  the  defendant ;  and  the  defendant  has  held 
the  property,  and  paid  the  stipulated  consideration  from  time  to  time, 
for  seventeen  years,  and  has  taken  no  steps  to  rescind  or  repudiate  the 
contract. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  the  plaintiff, 
considered  as  a  party  to  the  unlawful  contract,  has  no  right  to  invoke 
the  assistance  of  a  court  of  equity  to  set  it  aside.  And  so  far  as  the 
glaintiff  corporation  can  be  considered  as  representing  the  stockholders, 
and  seeking  to  protect  their  interests,  it  and  thej;_arp  hnn-pd  by  lanlips, 
Harwood  v.  KaAlroad  (Jo. ,  1 7  Wall.  78  ;  Graham  v.  Birkenhead  Sa. 
Railway,  2  Hall  &  Twells,  450  ;  S.  C.  2  Macn.  &  Gord.  146  ;  Ffooks 
v.  Southwestern  Railway,  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  142,  164  ;  Gregory  v.  Patchett, 
11  Law  Times  (N.  S.)  357. 

This  ease  is  not  like  those  in  which  the  defendant,  having  abandoned 
or  refused  to  perform  the  unlawful  contract,  has  been  held  liable  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  upon  an  implied  contract,  for  the  value  of  what  it  had 
received  from  him  and  had  no  right  to  retain.  Spring  Co.  v.  Knowl- 
ton,  103  U.  S.  49  ;  Logan  County  Rank  v.  Townsend,  139  U.  S.  67, 
and  cases  there  cited. 

But  the  case  is  one  in  which,  in  the  words  of  Mr.  Justice  Miller  in 
a  case  often  cited  in  this  opinion,  the  court  will  not  disturb  the  posses-  ' 
sion  of  the  property  that  has  passed  under  the  contract,  but  will  refuse 
to  interfere  as  the  matter  statlds.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  v.  St. 
Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Railroad,  118  U.  S.  290,  316,  317.  See 
also  ITnion  Trust  Co.  v.  Illinois  Midland  Co.,  117  U.  S.  434,  468, 
469  ;  Central  Transportation  Co.  v.  Pullman's  Car  Co.,  139  U.  S. 
24,  56,  57,  61. 

Decree  affirmed. 


Ill 
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McCUTCHEON  v.  MERZ  CAPSULE  CO. 

1896.    37  U.  S.  Appeals,  586.1 

In  the  U.  S.  Court  of  Appekls,  Sixth  Circuit.  Before  Taft  and 
LuRTON,  Circuit  Judges,  aud  Hammond,  District  Judge. 

Appeal  from  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  Eastern  District  of  Michigan. 

Bill  in  equity  by  Merz  Capsule  Co.  (a  Michigan  corporation),  against 
the  U.  S.  Capsule  Co.,  R.  H.  McCutcheon,  its  president,  and  various 
other  parties.  Cross  bill  by  U.  S.  Capsule  Co.  against  Merz  Capsule 
Co.     Evidence  was  taken  and  both  causes  were  heard. 

Two  corporations  (the  Merz  Capsule  Co.  and  the  National  Capsule 
Co.)  and  two  partnerships,  severally  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  hard,  empty  gelatine  capsules,  entered  into  an  agreement, 
dated  Nov.  29,  1893,  for  the  combination  and  consolidation  of  their 
several  properties  and  business  interests.  They  agreed  to  oi'ganize  a 
new  corporation  for  carrying  on  said  business ;  the  stock  to  be  divided 
among  the  above  parties.  They  agreed  to  convey  their  respective 
plants,  machiner3',  &c.  to  the  new  corporation ;  the  value  of  the  real 
estate  to  be  determined  by  appraisers  if  necessarj'.  In  payment  for 
these  conveyances  each  party  was  to  receive  from  the  new  corporation 
mortgage  bonds  to  the  amount  of  the  appraised  value  of  the  property 
thus  conveyed ;  the  mortgage  to  cover  all  the  propertj-  of  ever3-  kind 
belonging  to  the  new  corporation.  It  was  also  agreed  that  none  of  the 
above  parties  should  hereafter  engage  in  the  manufacture  or  sale  of 
empty  gelatine  capsules. 

In  pursuance  of  the  above  scheme,  the  parties  organized  a  new  cor- 
poration under  the  general  law  of  New  Jeraej',  called  the  United  States 
Capsule  Co.  The  capital  stock  of  this  new  company  was  allotted  to 
the  above  parties.  The  property  owned  and  operated  by  each  of  the 
parties  in  making  and  selling  hard,  empty  gelatine  capsules  was  valued 
by  appraisers,  as  provided  in  the  agreement,  and  conveyances  and  bills 
of  sale  executed  to  the  United  States  Capsule  Company.  The  instru- 
ment of  sale  executed  by  the  appellee,  the  Merz  Capsule  Company, 
bears  date  December  21,  1893,  and  recites  a  "  consideration  of  $15,000, 
and  other  good  and  valuable  consideration."  In  point  of  fact  this  part 
of  the  transaction  is  yet  incomplete.  No  mortgage  has  been  made  by 
the  United  States  Capsule  Company,  and  no  bonds  have  been  executed 
for  the  appraised  value  of  this  property  as  contemplated  by  the  agree- 
ment, though  the  United  States  Capsule  Company  did  give  to  the 
Merz  Capsule  Company  a  certificate,  reciting  that  the  latter  company 
was  to  receive  bonds  to  the  amount  of  the  appraised  value  of  its  prop- 
erty when  the  mortgage  should  be  made  and  the  bonds  executed. 
On  the  same  day  that  the  above-mentioned  deed  was  made  and 

1  Statement  abridged.    Part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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delivered  the  Merz  Capsule  Company  accepted  a  lease  upon  its  prem- 
ises, machinery,  plant,  etc.,  in  consideration  of  a  nominal  rent,  the 
lease  to  terminate  on  January  15,  1894,  and  thereafter  continued  in 
the  use  and  occupation  of  its  property,  operating  the  plant  for  the  pur- 
pose of  woriiing  up  stock  on  hand  not  included  in  the  sale.  "While 
thus  remaining  in  the  actual  possession  of  its  premises  and  manufac- 
turing plant,  the  Merz  Capsule  Company  determined  to  withdraw  from 
its  engagements  and  contracts  with  the  other  parties  to  the  agreement, 
being  advised,  as  the  original  bill  alleges,  that  the  contract  then  entered 
upon,  and  the  conveyance  in  furtherance  thereof,  were  unlawful  and  in 
excess  of  its  corporate  powers.  The  motive  which  led  to  this  repen- 
tance is  not  of  great  importance,  though  the  evidence  seems  to  make  it 
pretty  clear  that  disappointment  in  obtaining  the  control  of  the  new 
business  led  to  serious  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of  the  arrangement. 
This  determination  was  notified  to  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  new 
corporation,  the  stock  certificates  were  tendered  back  and  a  complete 
rescission  was  demanded.  This  tender  was  refused  and  rescission 
denied.  Having  also  given  public  notice  of  the  invalidity  of  the  instru- 
ment under  which  the  United  States  Capsule  Company  asserted  title 
and  right  of  possession  to  its  manufacturing  plant,  the  Merz  Capsule 
Company  resumed  its  ordinary  course  of  business  as  an  independent 
manufacturing  corporation. 

On  January  22, 1894,  while  thus  in  the  full  and  peaceable  possession 
of  its  premises  and  the  use  of  its  machinery  and  appliances,  the  defend- 
ants are  shown  to  have  made  an  entry  upon  those  premises  through  the 
officers,  agents  and  servants  of  the  United  States  Capsule  Company, 
under  circumstances  of  considerable  aggravation,  for  the  purpose  of 
removing  the  machinery  and  stock  of  the  said  Merz  Capsule  Company, 
and  did  actually  tear  down  a  part  of  such  machinerj'  and  remove  a 
part  thereof  from  the  premises,  and  were  only  prevented  from  com- 
pletely dismantling  the  factory  by  an  exertion  of  force. 

Thereupon  the  Merz  Capsule  Co.  filed  its  -original  bill  against  the 
U.  S.  Capsule  Co.,  McCutcheon,  et  als.  /  alleging  in  effect  that  the 
aforesaid  agreement  was  illegal  and  in  excess  of  corporate  powers ; 
that  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  plaintiffs  to  carry  out 
the  scheme,  threatened  further  trespasses,  for  which  the  plaintiffs'  rem- 
edy In  damages  would  be  inadequate ;  and  praying  that  tlie  above 
agreements  and  conveyances  should  be  cancelled,  and  defendants  .en- 
joined from  interfering  with  the  possession  of  plaintiffs'  property  and 
premises. 

The  U.  S.  Capsule  Co.  answered  and  filed  a  cross  bill,  setting  up  the 
said  agreements  and  conveyances  as  legal  instruments,  and  prajing  for 
their  specific  performance. 

Upon  full  proof  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  made  a  decree,  restraining 
the  U.  S.  Capsule  Co.  from  the  commission  of  further  trespass,  declar- 
ing the  several  agreements  ultra  vires  and  illegal  under  the  law  of 
Michigan,  and  decreeing  that  the  title  to  the  disputed  property  is 
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quieted  in  the  Merz  Capsule  Co.  The  cross  bill  of  the  U.  S.  Capsule 
Co.  was  dismissed. 

The  U.  S.  Capsule  Co.  et  als.  appealed. 

Henry  M.  Campbell  (Bussel  S  Campbell  were  on  the  brief),  for 
appellants. 

Edioin  F.  Conely,  for  appellee. 

LuKTON,  J.  [The  Court  hdd,  "  that  the  agreement  of  Nov.  29, 
1893,  as  to  the  Merz  Capsule  Company,  and  the  subsequent  convej-ance 
and  bill  of  sale  to  the  United  States  Capsule  Company  made  in  further- 
ance of  that  agreement,  are  inoperative,  null  and  void,  as  in  excess  of 
its  corporate  powers."  "  Being  ultra  vires,  the  consent  of  its  stock- 
holders cannot  legalize  or  vitalize  the  transaction."  The  opinion  then 
proceeds  as  follows  :  j 

The  final  objection  urged  by  tlie  appellants  is  that,  if  the  agreement 
between  the  Merz  Capsule  Companj'  and  its  associates  is  subject  to  the 
objection  that  it  was  unauthorized  b3'  its  organic  law  and  contrary  to 
the  public  policy  of  Michigan,  the  objection  cannot  be  urged  by  that 
corporation  as  a  ground  for  affirmative  relief  in  a  court  of  equity. 
Undoubtedly,  if  the  parties  are  in  pari  delicto^  and  the  contract  has 
been  fulli'  executed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  has  not  been  repu- 
diated by  the  defendant,  neither  a  court  of  law  nor  of  equity  will  lend 
its  active  assistance  to  the  recovery  of  property  or  money  paid  on  such 
a  contract,  or  aid  in  bringing  about  its  surrender  or  cancellation.  The 
doctrine  of  the  courts  applicable  was  stated  very  aptly  b^-  Mr.  Justice 
Gray,  in  St.  Louis,  Vandalia  and  Terre  Saute  Railroad  Company 
V.  Terre  Haute  and  Indianapolis  Railroad  Company,  145  U.  S.  393, 
407,  when  he  said  :  "  The  general  rule,  in  equity,  as  at  law,  is  In  pari 
delicto  potior  est  conditio  defendentis  ;  and  therefore  neither  party  to 
an  illegal  contract  will  be  aided  by  the  court,  whether  to  enforce  it  or 
to  set  it  aside.  If  the  contract  is  illegal,  affirmative  relief  against  it 
will  not  be  granted,  at  law  or  in  equity,  unless  the  contract  remains 
executory,  or  unless  the  parties  are  considered  not  in  equal  fsdult,  as 
where  the  law  violated  is  intended  for  the  coercion  of  the  one  party  and 
the  protection  of  the  other,  or  where  there  has  been  fraud  or  oppression 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  Thomas  v.  Kiclimond,  12  Wall.  349, 
355 ;  Spring  Co.  v.  Knowlton,  103  U.  S.  49  ;  Story  p:q.  Jur.  §  298, 
While  an  unlawful  contract,  the  parties  to  which  are  in  pari  delicto, 
remains  executory,  its  invalidity  is  a  defense  in  a  court  of  law ;  ia,nd  a 
court  of  equity  will  order  its  cancellation  only  as  an  equitable  mode  of 
making  that  defense  effectual,  and  when  necessary  for  that  purpose." 

But  this  rule,  by  which  the  defense  of  particeps  crirniiiis  is  sanc- 
tioned by  coiu'ts,  as  stated  by  Lord  Truro  in  Renyon  v.  Nettlefold,  3 
Macn.  &  Gord.  94,  101,  and  approved  by  Lord  Selborne  in  Ayerst  v. 
Jenkins,  is  rested  "  on  the  grounds  of  public  policy,  namely,  that  those 
who  violate  the  law  must  not  apply  to  the  law  for  protection."  But  in 
the  ease  last  cited  Lord  Selborne  notices  a  very  obvious  limitation,  by 
eajing:  "When  the  immediate  and  direct  effect  of  an  estoppel  in 
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equity  against  relief  to  a  particular  plaintiff  might  be  to  effectuate  an 
unlawful  object,  or  to  defeat  a  legal  prohibition,  or  to  protect  a  fraud, 
such  an  estoppel  may  well  be  regarded  as  against  public  policy," 
L.  R.  16  Eq.  275,  283. 

The  contract  in  the  case  at  bar  between  the  parties  in  pari  delicto  is 
in  a  large  degree  still  executory.  Though  a  deed  and  bill  of  sale  have 
been  executed  and  delivered  in  furtherance  of  the  original  agreement, 
possession  has  not  been  surrendered,  and  the  bonds  to  be  delivered  in 
payment  have  neither  been  delivered  nor  executed.  The  conveyee 
under  the  deed  has  indeed  applied  to  this  court,  through  its  cross  bill, 
for  the  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  by  being  placed  in  pos- 
session under  the  deed,  and  for  an  accounting  with  the  appellee. 
There  is  an  obvious  distinction  between  the  attitude  of  a  complainant 
asking  relief  against  an  unexecuted  agreement,  illegal  for  reasons  not 
appearing  upon  its  face,  and  where  it  is  sought  to  recover  back  money 
or  property  paid  upon  a  contract  fully  executed.  The  cases  stating 
this  distinction  are  referred  to  and  commented  upon  by  Lord  Cotten- 
ham,  in  Simpson  v.  Ziord  Ifoioden,  3  Myl,  &  Cr.  97  et  seq.,  by  Lord 
Selborne,  in  Ayerst  v.  Jenkins^  L.  R.  16  Eq.  275,  and  by  Mr.  Justice 
Gray,  in  St.  Louis,  Vandalia.  and  Terre  Saute  Railroad  Company 
v.  7erre  Haute  and  Indianapolis  Hailroad  Company,  145  U.  S.  393. 

In  Whaley  v.  Norton,  1  Vernon,  482,  483,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
said  "  that  there  would  be  a  difference  in  these  cases  between  a  con- 
tract executed  and  executor}',  and  that  this  court  would  extend  relief 
as  to  things  executor^-,  wliich  if  done,  it  may  be  might  stand."  The 
case  of  Spring  Company  v.  Knowlton,  103  U.  S.  49,  is  highly  instruc- 
tive, and  supports  the  proposition  that  affirmative  relief  may  be  ex- 
tended to  one  of  the  parties  in  pari  delicto,  where  the  contract  is 
unexecuted  and  he  is  desirous  of  rescinding  it,  provided  the  contract 
was  not  one  malum,  in  se. 

The  specific  performance  sought  under  the  cross  bill  has  rendered 
necessary  the  expression  of  a  definite  opinion  as  to  the  validity  of  tlie  con- 
tract thus  set  up  by  the  United  States  Capsule  Company.  In  view  of  this 
opinion,  necessitating  an  affirmance  of  the  decree,  as  far  as  it  dismissed 
the  cross  bill,  ought  wc  to  stop  at  this  point  and  decline  to  grant  any 
part  of  the  relief  sought  by  the  appellee  ?  The  Merz  Capsule  Company 
does  not  seek  to  recover  back  either  property  or  money  paid  or  delivered 
under  its  agreement  or  deed.  Before  actually  surrendering  possession 
of  its  premises,  machinery  and  appliances,  or  transferring  its  patents 
and  processes,  it  repudiated  the  whole  scheme  and  tendered  back  all 
that  it  had  ever  received,  and  has  kept  that  tender  good.  But  it  has 
neither  lost  possession  nor  received  the  bond  payment  it  w^s  entitled 
to  receive.  Having  given  notice  of  its  purpose  to  go  no  further  in  an 
illegal  scheme,  it  remained  in  the  peaceable  possession  of  its  property 
and  in  the  ordinary  conduct  of  its  business.  Without  resorting  to 
legal  proceedings,  the  United  States  Capsule  Company  sought  to  obtain 
possession  of  the  property  of  the  recalcitrant  grantoi',  and,  when  pre* 
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rented  by  force  from  accomplishing  its  unlawful  object,  avowed  its  pur- 
pose by  a  repetition  of  the  trespass  to  obtain  a  possession  which  it 
could  not  secure  by  a  resort  to  legal  procedure.  The  effect  of  a  con- 
tinuance of  these  unlawful  methods  to  obtain  possession,  as  shown  by 
the  pleadings  and  proof,  would  be  most  injurious  to  the  business  of  the 
complainant,  and  the  remedy  at  law  inadequate,  tinder  all  these  cir- 
cumstances, to  hold  that  the  complainant  is  estopped  to  rely  upon  the 
illegality  of  the  agreement  and  conveyance  to  which  it  was  a  party 
would  be  to  effectuate  an  unexecuted,  unlawful  object,  and  aid  in  the 
defeat  of  a  legal  prohibition.  The  door  of  this  court  should  not  be 
closed  against  one  seeking  to  extricate  himself  from  an  unlawful  con- 
nection, provided  relief  is  sought  without  delay  and  before  the  contract 
is  executed,  or  other  persons  have  irrevocably  acted  in  reliance  upon 
its  supposed  legality. 

The  decree  of  the  court  declaring  the  illegality  of  the  agreement  of 
November  ^9,  1893,  and  of  the  deed  of  December  21,  1893,  and  re- 
straining the  appellants  from  interfering  with  the  title  or  possession  of 
the  appellee  under  color  thereof,  should  be,  and  accordingly  is, 

Affirmed. 


FAYETTE  LAND  CO.  v.  LOUISVILLE  &  NASHVILLE  R.  CO. 

1896.    93  Virginia,  274.1 

Appeal  from  Circuit  Court. 

Bill  in  equity  by  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  against  Fayette  Land  Co.  et  ah., 
to  enforce  payment  for  land  sold  by  plaintiffs  to  defendants.  In  1888, 
Flanary  and  wife  conveyed  to  H.  M.  Smith,  agent,  a  tract  of  330  acres 
in  Wise  County,  Va.  In  this  transaction  Smith  was  acting  as  agent  for 
the  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  In  1890  the  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  conveyed  to  the 
Fayette  Land  Co.  this  tract,  reserving  a  right  of  way  and  a  depot  site. 
One  third  of  the  purchase  money  was  paid  down.  The  remainder  was 
payable  in  1891  and  1892  ;  and  the  vendor  retained  a  lien  on  the  land 
conveyed.  H.  M.  Smith  united  in  the  deed  to  the  Fayette  Land  Co. 
The  bill  avers  that  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  is  still  unpaid, 
and  prays  that  the  defendant  company  may  be  required  to  pay  it.  Such 
proceedings  were  had  that  the  Circuit  Court  entered  a  decree  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  for  the  balance  claimed. 

J.  H.  Fulton,  E.  M.  Fulton,  B.  C.  Minor,  and  B.  T.  Irvine,  for 
appellant. 

J.  F.  Bullett,  Jr.,  and  H.  G.  McDowell,  Jr.,  for  appellee. 

Keith,  P.     [After  stating  the  case,  and  disposing  of  other  assign- 
ments of  error.] 

These  preliminary  matters  having  been  disposed  of,  we  come  now  to 

1  Only  so  much  of  the  case  is  given  as  relates  to  one  point.  —  Ed. 
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the  seventh  assignment  of  error,  which  is  that  the  court  erred  in  giving 
a  decree  against  the  appellants  on  the  merits. 

The  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.  is  a  Kentucky  corporation, 
authorized  by  an  act  of  Assembly  of  this  State,  approved  March  30, 
1887  (Acts  Extra  Session,  1887,  p.  19),  to  construct  and  operate  a 
line  of  railroad  in  Virginia.  By  that  Act  it  is  made  subject  to  all  the 
limitations  and  restrictions  imposed  by  the  laws  of  Virginia  upon  rail- 
load  companies,  and  it  is  contended  b3'  appellant  that  Sec.  1073  of  the 
Code  of  1887,  which  is  as  follows  :  — 

"  The  land  acquired  bj'  any  company  incorporated  for  a  work  of  in- 
ternal improvement  along  its  line  generally,  shall  not  exceed  one  hun- 
dred feet  in  width,  except  in  deep  cuts,  and  fillings,  and  then  only  so 
much  more  shall  be  acquired  as  may  be  reasonably  necessary  therefor ; 
the  lands  whicli  it  may  acquire  for  buildings  or  for  an  abutment  along 
its  line  generally,  shall  not  exceed  three  acres  in  any  one  parcel ;  and 
the  land  which  it  may  acquire  for  buildings,  or  other  purposes  of  the 
company  at  the  principal  termini  of  its  work,  or  any  place  or  places 
within  five  miles  of  such  termini,  shall  not  exceed  fifteen  acres  in  any 
one  parcel ;  but  in  the  case  of  a  railroad  companj',  land  not  exceeding 
forty  acres  in  any  one  parcel  may  be  acquired  for  its  main  depots, 
machine  shops,  and  other  necessarj-  purposes  connected  with  the  busi- 
ness of  said  company," 

—  renders  the  appellee  incapable  of  acquiring  or  taking  title  to  the 
real  estate  set  out  and  described  in  its  bill,  and  that  therefore  no  title 
passed  from  it  to  the  appellant,  but  that  it  is  or  was  absolutely  void 
or  conveyed  at  most  a  defeasible  title,  the  land  being  subject  even  in 
the  hands  of  an  alienee  from  a  railroad  company  to  be  escheated  to  the 
Commonwealth.  It  may  be  conceded  that  if  this  were  a  bill  for  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  that  the  relief  would  be  denied.  See  Case 
V.  Kelly ^  133  U.  S.  21.  But  such  is  not  the  case.  The  agreement  of 
the  parties  has  been  fully  executed. 

Section  1068  declares  that : 

"  Every  corporation,  in  respect  to  which  it  is  not  otherwise  provided, 
shall  have  perpetual  succession  and  a  common  seal  .  .  .  ;  that  it  may 
contract  and  be  contracted  with,  purchase,  hold,  and  grant  estates,  real 
and  personal,  and  make  ordinances,  by-laws  and  regulations  ...  for 
the  management  of  its  estates,  and  the  due  and  orderly  conducting  of 
its  affairs." 

Tills  section  is  but  declaratory  of  the  common  law. 

Section  1070  declares : 

"  No  incorporated  company  shall  hold  any  more  real  estate  than  is 
proper  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  incorporated,"  &c. 

This  again  is  but  a  recognition  of  the  common  law  principle. 

Section  1072  provides  the  mode  in  which  a  company  incorporated  for 
internal  improvement  may  enter  upon  land  for  the  purpose  of  examin- 
ing and  surveying  it. 

Section  1073  has  already  been  quoted  in  full. 
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That  the  conveyance  of  this  land  to  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  R 
Co.  was  not  void  is  abundantly  established  by  authoritj*. 

In  the  case  of  The  Banks  v.  Poitiaux,  3  Rand.  136,  it  appears  that 
the  banks  were  by  their  charters  authorized  to  hold  such  real  estate  "  as 
was  requisite  for  their  immediate  accommodation  in  relation  to  the  con- 
venient transacting  of  their  business."  Upon  the  lands  purchased  by 
the  banks  in  that  case  they  proceeded  to  erect  buildings  for  the  trans- 
action of  their  business,  and  on  either  side  of  the  buildings  so  erected 
there  remained  a  vacant  space,  which  they  sold  to  the  appellee ;  he 
failing  to  pay  as  agreed,  the  bank  filed  a  bill  for  specific  performance, 
and  the  chancellor  decreed  that  the  banks  had  exceeded  their  powers  in 
purchasing  and  selling  the  property  in  question,'  it  not  being  necessary 
in  relation  to  the  transaction  of  their  business.  Upon  appeal  it  was 
held  that  while  the  power  to  acquire  may  be  limited,  restrained  or  pro- 
hibited, either  by  the  charter  creating  the  corporation  o.i'  by  a  general 
law,  such  was  not  the  effect  of  the  charters  in  question,  because  the  acts 
creating  the  charters  are,  with  respect  to  the  quantity  of  real  estate 
which  they  were  capable  of  holding,  only  director^'. 

"  They  impose  no  penalty  in  terms.  They  do  not  declare  the  pur- 
chase by,  or  conveyance  to,  the  banks  to  be  void,  nor  vest  the  title  in 
the  Commonwealth,  or  any  other  than  the  banks,  in  consequence  of 
such  purchase  and  conveyance.  The  legal  title  passed  to  the  banks 
b^'  the  conveyance,  to  them,  and  their  conveyance  would  effectually 
transfer  that  title  to  any  other.  If,  in  making  the  purchase  of  the  land 
in  question,  the  banks  violated  their  charters,  the  corporation  might, 
for  that  cause,  be  dissolved  by  a  proceeding  at  the  suit  of  the  Com- 
monwealth ;  and  even  in  that  case,  it  seems  to  be  the  better  opinion, 
the  property,  if  not  previously  conveyed  to  some  otlier,  would  revert, 
upon  the  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  to  the  grantor,  and  not  to  the 
Commonwealth.  But,  any  couve^'ance  made  by  the  corporation,  before 
its  dissolution,  would  be  effectual  to  pass  its  title.  The  banks  have, 
therefore,  a  title  which  they  can  convey  to  the  appellee,  and  which 
would,  hi  his  hands,  be  indefeasible.  It  would  seem  extremely'  Incon- 
venient, if  everj-  contractor  with  one  of  these  banks  could,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  avoiding  his  contract,  institute  the  enquiry  whether  the  bank 
had  violated  its  charter." 

In  Silver  Lake  Bank  v.  North,  4  Johnson's  Reports,  the  same  prin- 
ciple is  recognized. 

In  Bank  v.  Matthews,  98  U.  S.  621,  it  is  said :  "  Where  a  corpora- 
tion is  incompetent  by  its  charter  to  take  title  to  real  estate,  a  convey- 
ance to  it  is  not  void." 

In  Mallett  v.  Simpson,  94  N.  C.  37,  it  was  held  that  although  a  cor- 
poration is  forbidden  by  its  charter  to  hold  real  estate,  yet  a  deed  of 
land  to  it  is  valid,  "  and  even  when  the  right  to  acquire  real  property 
is  limited  by  the  charter,  and  the  corporation  transcends  its  power  in 
^hat  respect,  a  conveyance  to  it  is  not  void,  but  only  the  sovereign  can 
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object.  It  is  valid  until  assailed  in  a  direct  proceeding  instituted  by 
the  sovereign  for  that  purpose." 

In  Nat.  Bank  v.  Whitney,  103  U.  S.  99,  the  bank  had  taken  secur- 
ity upon  real  estate  for  a  loan  which  it  was  prohibited  to  do  by  the 
National  Banking  Law.  Mr.  Justice  Field,  delivering  the  opinion, 
said  that  "  the  statute  did  not  declare  such  security  void,  but  was  silent 
on  the  subject ;  that  had  Congress  so  intended  it  would  have  been  easy 
to  say  so,  and  it  can  hardly  be  presumed  that  this  would  not  have  been 
done  instead  of  leaving  the  question  to  be  settled  by  the  uncertain  re- 
sult of  litigation  and  judicial  decision."  And,  after  citing  numerous 
cases  where  a  disregard  of  statutory  prohibitions  has  not  been  held  to 
vitiate  the  contracts  of  parties,  but  only  to  authorize  actions  bj'  the 
Government  against  them,  the  court  held  that  the  prohibitory  clauses 
of  the  banking  law  did  not  vitiate  real  estate  securities  taken  for  loans, 
and  that  a  disregard  of  them  onlj'  laid  the  association  open  to  proceed- 
ings by  the  Government.  ..."  That  has  alwa^-s  been  the  punishment 
prescribed  for  the  wanton  violation  of  a  charter,  and  it  may  be  made 
to  follow  whenever  the  proper  public  authority  shall  see  fit  to  enforce 
its  application." 

In  Fritts  et  als.  v.  Palmer,  132  U.  S.  282,  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Harlan,  "  that  where  a  corporation  is  incompetent  by  its  charter  to  take 
a  title  to  real  estate,  a  conveyance  to  it  is  not  void,  but  only  voidable, 
and  the  sovereign  alone  can  object.  It  is  valid  until  assailed  in  a  direct 
proceeding  instituted  for  that  purpose." 

The  text  writers  are  to  the  same  effect.  In  1  Beach  on  Corp.,  Sec. 
378,  it  is  said  : 

"  No  party  except  the  State  can  object  Ihat  a  corporation  is  holding 
real  estate  in  excess  of  its  rights.  Accordingly,  under  an  Act  wliich 
forbids  a  foreign  corporation  to  '  acquire  and  hold '  real  estate,  a  deed 
of  conveyance  of  land  to  such  corporation  is  not  void.  It  passes  the 
title,  and  the  corporation  may  hold  the  land  subject  to  the  Common- 
wealth's right  to  escheat.  The  Commonwealth  alone  can  object  to  the 
legal  capacity  of  a  corporation  to  hold  real  estate.  There  must  be  a 
direct  proceeding  by  the  State  for  the  purpose  of  vacating  the  deed." 

In  Thompson  on  Corporations,  Sec.  5795,  it  is  said  : 

"  Although  a  corporation  niay  be  disabled  or  forbidden  from  holding 
land  at  all,  or  from  holding  land  for  particular  purposes,  or  from  hold- 
ing land  beyond  a  prescribed  limit,  yet  if  it  does  hold  land  in  the 
face  of  such  disabilities  or  prohibitions,  its  title  will  be  good  except 
as  against  the  State  alone,  and  that  it  will  be  deemed  to  have  a  good 
title  until  its  title  is  invalidated  in  a  direct  proceeding  instituted  by  the 
State  for  that  purpose." 

And  in  Seo.  5797.  it  is  said : 

"  Although  the  State  might,  in  a  direct  proceeding  for  that  purpose, 
have  overthrown  the  title  of  the  corporation  and  escheated  the  prop- 
erty to  its  own  use,  yet,  not  having  done  so,  the  corporation  may  in 
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the  meantime  convey  aa  indefeasible  title  to  another,  of  whatever  estate 
in  the  lands  had  been  conveyed  to  or  acquired  by  it." 

The  doctrine  that  the  State  alone  can  interfere  seems  to  rest  upon  the 
principle  suggested  in  The  Banks  v.  Poitiaux,  supra,  that  it  would  be 
extremely  inconvenient  if  every  contractor  with  corporations  might,  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  their  contracts,  be  permitted  to  institute  en- 
quiry as  to  violations  of  the  charter.  It  is  a  question  which  concerns 
public  interests,  and  the  State  alone  is  competent  to  protect  and  defend 
them.  Runyan  v.  2%e  Lessee  of  Coster,  14  Peters,  122 ;  Wroteris 
Assignee  v.  Armat  &  als.,  31  Gratt.  251. 

Enough  has  been  said  to  show  that  the  conveyance  to  the  Louisville 
&  Nashville  Railroad  Company  was  not  void,  but  that  it  served  to  vest 
the  title  in  the  appellant. 

Is  the  deed  voidable?  As  we  have  seen  in  discussing  this  first 
branch  of  this  assignment  of  error,  no  one  can  be  heard  to  question 
the  right  of  a  corporation  to  acquire  and  hold  real  estate,  except  the 
State  by  which  the  corporation  was  created,  or  that  State  within  whose 
limits  and  by  whose  permission  or  authority,  express  or  implied,  it  does 
business,  and  it  must  do  so  by  a  direct  proceeding  instituted  for  that 
purpose. 

There  is  much  plausibility  in  the  suggestion  of  the  appellee  that  Sec, 
1073  was  designed  to  prohibit  the  acquisition  of  real  estate  by  means 
of  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  or  by  condemnation, 
as  it  is  called,  except  to  the  extent  and  within  the  limits  and  in  the 
mode  appointed  by  that  section. 

By  Sec.  1068  corporations  are  authorized  to  purchase  and  hold  real 
estate  without  any  limitation  whatsoever ;  by  Sec.  1070  they  are  pro- 
hibited to  hold  more  real  estate  than  is  proper  for  the  purposes  for 
which  they  are  incorporated.  In  order  to  give  full  effect  to  these  sec- 
tions as  well  as  to  Sec.  1070,  there  is  much  room  to  contend  that  the 
first  regulates  the  acquisition  of  real  estate  by  contract,  and  that  the 
last  applies  to  proceedings  by  corporations  for  the  condemnation  of 
real  estate. 

But,  granting  that  Sec.  1073  applies  to  the  acquisition  by  corpora- 
tions of  real  estate  without  respect  to  the  mode  of  acquisition,  none  of 
the  sections  referred  to  declare  that  the'  title  shall  be  void.  As  was 
said  in  27ie  Banks  v.  Poitiaux,  the  statute  law  is  only  directory  in  this 
respect.  It  imposes  no  penalty  in  tprms.  It  does  not  declare  the  pur- 
chase by  or  the  conveyance  to  the  banks  to  be  void,  nor  vest  the  title 
in  the  Commonwealth  in  consequence  of  such  purchase  and  convey- 
ance. The  onl}'  penaltj'  incurred  is  that  which  waits  upon  every  vio- 
lation of  its  charter  by  an  incorporated  institution.  The  impending 
danger  of  a  judgment  of  ouster  and  dissolution  is,  we  think,  the  only 
check  contemplated  by  the  law.  That  has  alwa3's  been  the  punishment 
prescribed  for  the  wanton  violation  of  a  charter,  and  it  may  be  made 
to  follow  whenever  the  proper  public  authority  may  see  fit  to  enforce 
its  application.    See  National  Bank  v.  Whitney,  supra. 
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The  statute  of  mortmain  has  never  been  adopted  into  the  jurispru- 
dence of  this  State.  Lomax's  Dig.,  2  ed.,  p.  815;  Rivanna  Navi- 
gation Co.  V.  Dawson,  3  Gratt.  21 ;  Conrad  v.  Marshall,  6  Call,  364. 
It  is  safe  to  say,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  pi'oceeding  authorized 
by  the  common  law  of  Virginia  under  which  lands  acquired  by  a  cor- 
poration in  violation  of  its  charter  can  be  forfeited  to  the  State. 

Is  there  any  statutory  authority  by  which  it  can  be  done  ?  Chapter 
105  of  the  Code  is  upon  the  subject  of  "  Escheats  and  Property  Dere- 
lict." It  provides  for  the  appointment  of  an  escheator  in  every  county ; 
and  Sec.  2374  directs  each  commissioner  of  the  revenue  annually  to 
furnish  the  escheator  of  his  county  or  corporation  with  "  a  list  of  all 
lands  within  his  district  of  which  any  person  shall  have  died  seized  of 
an  estate  of  inheritance  intestate,  and  without  any  known  heir,  or  to 
which  no  person  is  known  by  him  to  be  entitled." 

We  have  seen  that  by  the  deed  from  Flanary  and  wife  the  title  passed 
to  and  vested  in  Smith  as  the  agent  of  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  R. 
Co.,  and  by  a  subsequent  deed  it  was  conveyed  to  the  Louisville  & 
Nashville  R.  R.  Co.  directlj'.  The  land  in  controversy,  therefore,  docs 
not  come  within  the  terras  of  the  section  just  quoted,  for  the  commis- 
sioner of  the  revenue  could  not  in  the  face  of  the  conveyances  of  record 
rightfully  say  that  there  is  no  person  known  by  him  to  be  entitled  to  it. 

It  appears  further  that  this  property  has  been  convej-ed  by  deed  from 
the  appellee  to  the  appellant,  and  that  no  proceedings  have  been  taken 
by  the  State  to  revoke  the  privileges  given  the  appellee  by  the  Act  of 
Assembly  before  referred  to.  Acts  of  Special  Session  1887,  p.  19. 
The  deed  of  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.  was,  therefore, 
effectual  to  pass  its  title  to  the  land  in  controversy  and  vest  it  in 
the  Fayette  Land  Company.  See  The  Banks  v.  Poitiaux,  3  Rand,  at 
page  142 ;  and  5  Thomp.  Com.  on  the  Law  of  Corp.,  Sec.  5797,  and 
cases  there  cited. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  seventh  assignment  of  error  is 
not  well  taken,  and,  upon  the  whole  case,  the  decree  complained  of  must 
be  affirmed.  Affirmed. 
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PEESCOTT  NATIONAL  BANK  v.  BUTLER. 

1893.    157  Massachusetts,  548. 

CoNTKACT,  upon  a  promissory  note  for  f  12,500,  dated  June  13, 
1886,  and  made  payable  four  months  thereafter  to  the  order  of  the 
defendant,  and  by  him  indorsed.  Trial  in  the  Superior  Court,  with- 
out a  jury,  before  Braley,  J.,  who  found  for  the  plaintiff  -for  the  full 
amount  of  the  note  with  interest ;  and  the  defendant  alleged  excep- 
tions.    The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

J.  N.  Marshall,  for  the  defendant. 

S.  Hoar  (  W.  Sullivan  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff. 

Knowlton,  J  The  defendant  contends  that  the  plaintiff  cannot 
recover ;  first,  because  it  has  no  title  to  the  note ;  and  secondly,  be- 
cause the  note  was  made  on  the  Lord's  day,  in  violation  of  the  statute. 
It  is  argued  that,  under  the  statutes  of  the  United  States,  national 
banks  cannot  buy  or  sell  promissory  notes,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
plaintiff  obtained  the  note  by  purchase,  it  has  no  right  to  hold  or 
collect  it. 

On  the  question  whether  a  national  bank  can  buy  promissory  notes 
in  the  market  as  a  natural  person  can,  there  is  a  conflict  of  authority. 
Its  power  to  do  so,  if  it  has  any,  is  conferred  by  the  U.  S.  Eev.  Sts. 
§  5136  (13  U.  S.  Sts.  at  Large,  101),  which  authorizes  national  banks  to 
discount  and  negotiate  "  promissory  notes,  drafts,  bills  of  exchange, 
and  other  evidences  of  debt,"  etc.  It  has  sometimes  been  held  that 
the  right  to  discount  and  negotiate  notes,  etc.,  goes  no  further  than  to 
authorize  the  taking  of  them  in  return  for  a  loan  of  money  made  on 
the  strength  of  the  promises  contained  in  them.  Lazear  v  National 
Union  Bank,  62  Md.  78, 124 ;  Farmers  &  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Baldwin, 
23  Minn.  198 ;  First  National  Bank  v.  Pierson,  24  Minn.  140  ;  Niagara 
County  Bank  v.  Baker,  15  Ohio  St.  69.  By  other  courts  it  has  been 
held  that  the  right  to  "discount  and  negotiate"  includes  the  right 
to  buy.  Smith  v.  Exchange  Bank;  26  Ohio  St.  141 ;  Pape  v.  Capital 
Bank,  20  Kans.  440.  See  also  First  National  Bank  v.  Harris,  108 
Mass.  614,  516 ;  National  Pemberton  Bank  v.  Porter,  126  Mass.  333 ; 
Atlas  National  Bank  v.  Savery,  127  Mass.  75,  77. 

If  we  assume,  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  that  national  banks  are 
not  authorized  under  the  law  to  go  into  the  market  and  buy  pro- 
missory notes  from  those  who  are  selling  them  only  as  a  commodity, 
there  are  several  reasons  why  this  defence  cannot  prevail.  In  the 
first  place,  if  such  a  purchase  is  ultra  vires,  it  is  an  ordinary  contract ; 
it  is  not  made  penal  nor  expressly  forbidden,  and  the  maker  or  in- 
dorser  cannot  defend  on  the  ground  that  the  bank  has  obtained  no 
title.  The  violation  of  law  can  be  availed  of  only  in  proceedings 
against  a  national  bank,  in  the  interest  of  the  public,  to  deprive  it  of 
its  charter.  This  has  been  decided  by  the  Supreme  Conrt  of  tlic 
United  States.     National  Bank  v.  Matthews,  98  U.  S.  621,  and  cases 
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cited;  National  Bank  v.  Whitney,  103\J.S.99;  Merchants'  NationalBank 
V.  Hanson,  33  Minn.  40;  Slater  Woollen  Co.  v.  Lamb,  143  Mass.  420. 

Secondly,  the  evidence  in  this  case  would  well  warrant,  if  not  re- 
quire, a  finding  by  the  court  that  the  transaction  was  a  discounting 
of  a  note  for  the  defendant  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The 
note  was  in  the  hands  of  the  indorser's  agent,  who  consulted  the  in- 
dorser  about  the  rate  of  interest  to  be  allowed  before  giving  the  note 
to  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff's  money  was  paid  to  the  indorser,  less 
the  agent's  commission.  The  transaction  would  have  been  no  different 
in  substance  if  the  defendant,  who  held  the  note  as  indorser,  had 
carried  it  to  the  plaintiff's  bank,  and  had  there  made  in  person  the 
contract  -which  he  made  through  the  agent.  If  he  had  done  that, 
the  transaction  clearly  would  have  been  a  negotiation  of  a  loan  and  a 
discounting  of  a  promissory  note.  Lazear  v.  National  Union  Bank, 
52  Md.  124;  Farmers  &' Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Baldwin,  23  Minn.  198; 
First  National  Bank  v.  Pierson,  24  Minn.  140. 

Thirdly,  it  has  been  held  in  this  Commonwealth,  in  analogy  with 
the  above  cited  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
but  on  somewhat  different  grounds,  that,  even  if  a  national  bank  does 
not  get  the  legal  title  to  a  promissory  note  bought  in  the  market,  it 
may  maintain  a  suit  as  the  holder,  and  the  maker  and  the  indorsers 
cannot  be  relieved  from  their  contracts  to  pay  the  holder  the  amount 
promised  in  the  writing.  Atlas  National  Bank  v.  Savery,  127  Mass. 
75,  77 ;  National  Pemherton  Bank  v.  Porter,  125  Mass.  333. 

Exceptions  overruled. 

CALIFORNIA  NATIONAL   BANK  v.  KENNEDY. 

1897.    167  United  States,  362.1 

Eeboe  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  California. 

Kennedy,  the  original  plaintiff,  is  a  creditor  of  the  California  Sav- 
ings Bank,  which  is  now  insolvent.  He  seeks  to  recover  against  the 
California  National  Bank,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  a  stockholder 
in  the  Savings  Bank  and  consequently  liable  under  the  statute  of 
California  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  Savings  Bank  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  stock  held  therein  by  the  National  Bank.  It  appeared  that 
a  certificate  for  shares  in  the  Savings  Bank  was  issued  in  the  name  of 
the  California  National  Bank,  and  that  the  National  Bank  received 
dividends  on  savings  bank  stock.  At  the  hearing  the  National  Bank 
made  the  point  that  the  Savings  Bank  stock  was  not  taken  by  the 
National  Bank  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  of  the  National 
Bank  as  security  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  or  otherwise.  It  was  also 
contended  that  the  National  Bank  could  not  in  law  become  a  stock- 
holder or  incorporator  in  any  other  corporation.  The  Supreme  Court 
of  California  rendered  judgment  against  the  National  Bank.  101 
California,  495. 

Edward  Winslow  Paige,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

1  Statement  abridged.    Part  of  opinion  omitted. — Ed. 


344  CALIFOKNIA  NATIONAL  BANK  V.   KENNEDY. 

George  Fuller,  H.  E.  Doolittle,  and  T.  L.  Lewis,  for  defendant  in 
error. 
White,  J. 

The  Federal  questions  which  therefore  arise  on  the  record  may  be 
thus  stated :  1st,  do  the  statutes  of  the  United  States,  Eev.  Stat. 
§  5136  et  seq.,  relating  to  the  organization  and  powers  of  national 
banks,  prohibit  tbem  from  purchasing  or  subscribing  to  the  stock  of 
another  corporation  ?  and,  2d,  if  a  national  bank  does  not  possess 
such  power,  can  the  want  of  authority  be  urged  by  the  bank  to  defeat 
an  attempt  to  enforce  against  it  the  liability  of  a  stockholder  ? 

As  to  the  first  question.  —  It  is  settled  that  the  United  States  stat- 
utes relative  to  national  banks  constitute  the  measure  of  the  author- 
ity of  such  corporations,  and  that  they  cannot  rightfully  exercise  any 
powers  except  those  expressly  granted,  or 'which  are  incidental  to 
carrying  on  the  business  for  which  they  are  established.  Logan 
County  Bank  v.  Townsend,  139  U.  S.  67,  73.  No  express  power  to 
acquire  the  stock  of  another  corporation  is  conferred  upon  a  national 
bank,  but  it  has  been  held  that,  as  incidental  to  the  power  to  loan 
money  on  personal  security,  a  bank  may  in  the  usual  course  of  doing 
such  business  accept  stock  of  another  corporation  as  collateral,  and  by 
the  enforcement  of  its  rights  as  pledgee  it  may  become  the  owner  of 
the  collateral  and  be  subject  to  liability  as  other  stockholders.  Nor 
tional  Bank  v.  Case,  99  U.  S.  628.  So,  also,  a  national  bank  may  be 
conceded  to  possess  the  incidental  power  of  accepting  in  good  faith 
stock  of  another  corporation  as  seq^urity  for  a  previous  indebtedness. 
It  is  clear,  however,  that  a  national  bank  does  not  possess  the  power 
to  deal  in  stocks.  The  prohibition  is  implied  from  the  failure  to 
grant  the  power.  First  National  Bank  v.  National  Exchange  Bank^ 
92  U.  S.  122,  128. 

On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  below  it  was  admitted  at  the  trial  that 
the  stock  of  the  savings  bank  was  not  "  taken  as  security  or  anything 
of  the  kind,"  and  it  is  not  disputed  in  the  argument  at  bar  that  the 
transaction  by  which  the  stock  was  placed  in  the  name  of  the  bank 
was  one  not  in  the  course  of  the  business  of  banking  for  which  the 
bank  was  organized. 

2.  The  transfer  of  the  stock  in  question  to  the  hank  being  unauthor- 
ised by  law,  does  the  fact  that,  under  some  circumstances,  the  hank 
might  have  legally  acquired  stock  in  the  corporation  estop  the  hank 
from  setting  up  the  illegality  of  the  transaction  ? 

Whatever  divergence  of  opiaion  may  arise  on  this  question  from 
conflicting  adjudications  in  some  of  the  state  courts,  in  this  court  it 
is  settled  in  favor  of  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  plead  its  want 
of  power,  that  is  to  say,  to  assert  the  nullity  of  an  act  which  is  an 
ultra  vires  act.  The  cases  of  Thomas  v.  Railroad  Company,  101  U.  S. 
71 ;  Pennsylvania  Railroad  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &c.  Railroad,  118  U.  S. 
290 ;  Oregon  Railway  &  Navigation  Co.  v.  Oregonian  Railway  (7o.( 
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130  U.  S.  1 ;  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati  &c.  Railway  v.  Keokuk  &  JIamil- 
tqn  Bridge  Co.,  131  U.  S.  371 ;  Central  Transp.  Co.  v.  Pullman's  Car 
Co.,  139  U.  S.  24 ;  St.  Louis  &c.  Railroad  v.  Terre  Haute  &  Indian- 
apolis Railroad,  145  U.  S.  393 ;  Union  Pacific  Railway  v.  Chicago 
&c.  Railway,  163  U.  S.  564,  and  McCormick  v.  Market  Nat.  Bank, 
165  U.  S.  538,  recognize  as  sound  doctrine  that  the  powers  of  corpo- 
rations are  such  only  as  are  conferred  upon  them  by  statute,  and  that, 
to  quote  from  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Central  Transp.  Co.  v.  Pull- 
man's Palace  Car  Co.,  139  U.  S.  24,  59  to  60 :  — 

"  A  contract  of  a  corporation,  which  is  ultra  vires,  in  the  proper 
sense,  that  is  to  say,  outside  the  object  of  its  creation  as  defined  in 
the  law  of  its  organization,  and  therefore  beyond  the  powers  conferred 
upon  it  by  the  legislature,  is  not  voidable  only,  but  wholly  void,  and 
of  no  legal  effect.  The  objection  to  the  contract  is,  not  merely  that 
the  corporation  ought  not  to  have  made  it,  but  that  it  could  not  make 
it.  The  contract  cannot  be  ratified  by  either  party,  because  it  could 
not  have  been  authorized  by  either.  No  performance  on  either  side 
can  give  the  unlawful  contract  any  validity,  or  be  the  foundation  of 
any  right  of  action  upon  it." 

This  language  was  also  cited  and  expressly  approved  in  Jackson- 
ville &c.  Railway  v.  Hooper,  160  U.  S.  514,  524,  530. 

As  said  in  McCormick  v.  Market  National  Bank,  165  TJ.  S.  538, 
_5494^  "~ 

"  The  doctrine  of  ultra  vires,  by  which  a  contract  made  by  a  corpo- 
ration beyond  the  scope  of  its  corporate  powers  is  unlawful  and  void 
and  will  not  support  an  action,  rests,  as  this  court  has  often  recog- 
nized and  aflrmed,  upon  three  distinct  grounds :  The  obligation  of 
any  one  contracting  with  a  corporation  to  take  notice  of  the  legal 
limits  of  its  powers  ;  the  interest  of  the  stockholders  not  to  be  sub- 
ject to  risks  which  they  have  never  undertaken ;  and,  above  all,  the 
interest  of  the  public  that  the  corporation  shall  not  transcend  the 
powers  conferred  upon  it  by  law.  Pearce  v.  Madison  &  Indianapolis 
Railroad,  21  How.  441 ;  Pittsburgh,  Chicago  &c.  Railway  v.  Keokuk 
&  Hamilton  Bridge  Co.,  131  U.  S.  371,  384 ;  Central  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.,  139  U.  -S.  24,  48." 

The  doctrine  thus  enunciated  is  likewise  that  which  obtains  in  Eng- 
land. Ashbury  Railway  Carriage  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Riche,  L.  R.  7  H.  L. 
653;  Attorney-General  v.  Great  Eastern  Railway  Co.,  5  App.  Cas. 
473 ;  Baroness  Wenloek  v.  The  River  Dee  Company,  10  App.  Cas.  354 ; 
Trevor  v.  Whitworth,  12  App.  Cas.  409 ;  Ooregum  Gold  Mining  Co. 
of  India  v.  Roper,  (1892)  App.  Cas.  125;  Mann  v.  Edinburgh  North- 
ern Tramways,  (1893)  App.  Cas.  69. 

Applying  the  principles  of  law  thus  settled  to  the  case  at  bar,  the 
result  is  free  from  doubt. 

The  power  to  purchase  or  deal  in  stock  of  another  corporation,  as 
we  have  said,  is  not  expressly  conferred  upon  national  banks,  nor  is 
it  an  act  which  may  be  exercised  as  incidental  to  the  powers  ex- 
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pressly  conferred.  A  dealing  in  stocks  is  consequently  an  ultra  vires 
act.  Being  such.,  it  is  without  eificacy.  Pearce  v.  Railroad  Com- 
pany,  22  How.  441,  445.  Stock  so  acquired  creates  no  liability  to  the 
creditors  of  the  corporation  whose  stock  was  attempted  to  be  trans- 
ferred. (Cook  on  Stock  and  Stockholders,  vol.  1,  p.  435,  note  1  to 
sec.  316,  and  authorities  there  cited.) 

In  The  Royal  Bank  of  India's  Case,  L.  E.  4  Ch.  252  (1869),  while 
it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  that,  as  incidental  to  the  power 
to  advance  money  on  a  deposit  of  shares  of  stock,  a  corporation  might 
do  such  acts  as  were  reasonable  and  proper  for  making  the  security 
available,  it  was  conceded  that  a  purchase  of  stock  of  another  com- 
pany as  a  speculation  would  have  been  ultra  vires,  and,  despite  acts  of 
ownership  exercised  by  the  company,  the  shares  might  be  repudiated 
at  any  time. 

Sir  C.  Selwyn,  L.  J.,  said  (p.  261)  :  — 

"  If  it  could  have  been  shown  that  it  was  an  act  absolutely  pro- 
hibited by  their  memorandum  of  articles  of  association,  then,  no 
doubt,  a  different  question  would  have  arisen ;  the  act  would  have 
been  ultra  vires  and  incapable  of  confirmation  or  ratification." 

Sir  G.  M.  Giffard,  L.  J.,  said  (p.  262)  :  — 

"  I  quite  agree  that  the  Royal  Bank  of  India  had  no  authority  to 
speculate  in  shares,  and  that  if  it  had  gone  upon  the  Stock  Exchange 
and  bought  shares  as  a  speculation,  such  a  proceeding  would  have 
been  ultra  vires,  and  all  that  has  taken  place  would  not  have  been 
enough  to  constitute  the  Boyal  Bank  of  India  shareholders  in  this 
bank,  or  prevent  them  from  repudiating  these  shares." 

The  circumstance  that  the  dealing  in  stocks  by  which,  if  at  all,  the 
stock  of  the  California  Savings  Bank  was  put  in  the  name  of  the 
California  National  Bank,  was  one  entirely  outside  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  the  bank,  and  was  in  no  wise  the  transaction  of  bank- 
ing business  or  incidental  to  the  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred  upon 
the  bank,  distingTiishes  this  case  from  the  class  of  cases  relied  upon 
by  the  defendant  in  errror.  National  Bank  v.  Whitney,  103  U.  S. 
99 ;  National  Bank  v.  Matthews,  98  U.  S.  621.  The  difference  be- 
tween  those  cases  and  one  like  this  was  referred  to  in  McCormick  v. 
Market  National  Bank  of  Chicago,  supra,  and  it  is,  therefore,  unne- 
cessary to  particularly  review  them.  The  claim  that  the  bank  in  con- 
sequence of  the  receipt  by  it  of  dividends  on  the  stock  of  the  savings 
bank  is  estopped  from  questioning  its  ownership  and  consequent  lia- 
bility, is  but  a  reiteration  of  the  contention  that  the  acquiring  of 
stock  by  the  bank  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  was  not  void  but 
merely  voidable.  It  would  be  a  contradiction  in  terms  to  assert  that 
there  was  a  totalwant  of  power  by  any  act  to  fj,asnTnp  fha  liability^ 
and  yet  to  say  thit  bya  particular  act  the  liability  resulted!  ^he 
transaction  being  absolutely  void,  could  not  be  confirmed  or  ratified. 
As  was  said  by  this  court  in  Union  Faoifie  Railway  v.  Chicago  &c 
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Railway,  163  U.  S.  564,  speaking  through  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller 
(p.  581):- 

"  A  contract  made  by  a  corporation  beyond  the  scope  of  its  powers, 
express  or  implied,  on  a  proper  construction  of  its  charter,  cannot  be 
enforced,  or  rendered  enforceable  by  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel."  Reversed. 

(c)  Devises  and  Bequests  to  Charitable  Corporations. 

TEUSTEES  OE  DAVIDSON  COLLEGE  v.  EXECUTOES  AND 
NEXT  OE  KIN-  OF  MAXWELL  CHAMBEES. 

1857.    3  Jones  Equity  (North  Carolima),  253.1 

Bill  in  equity,  originally  brought  against  the  executors  of  Cham- 
bers, alleging  that,  by  the  will  of  Chambers,  legacies  to  a  large 
amount  were  bequeathed  to  plaintiffs,  and  that  assets  suflflcient  to  pay 
the  same  had  come  to  the  hands  of  theexecutors  ;  aud  praying  that 
the  defendants  might  be  decreed  to  pay  over  the  same.  The  cause 
was  set  down  for  hearing  upon  the  bill,  answer,  and  exhibit.  The 
Court  remanded  the  case  for  the  purpose  of  making  additional 
parties. 

The  bill  was  amended,  according  to  the  suggestion  of  this  Court, 
by  making  the  next  of  kin  and  the  heirs-at-law  of  Maxwell  Chambers, 
parties  defendant.  Process  was  also  issued  to  the  Attorney  General 
as  the  representative  of  the  State,  and  to  the  trustees  of  the  Uni- 
versity. 

An  Act  of  Assembly  was  passed  after  the  death  of  Chambers, 
extending  the  corporate  capacity  of  the  plaintiffs,  so  as  to  enable 
them  to  hold  property  to  the  amount  of  $600,000,  and  relinquishing 
to  the  plaintiffs  any  interest  which  the  State  or  University  might 
have  in  the  fund. 

Graham,  Osborne  and  Wilson,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Winsion,  Sr.,  for  the  executors. 

Jones,  for  the  next  of  kin. 

Bailey,  Attorney  General,  filed  a  copy  of  the  Act  of  Assembly  above 
mentioned,  and  declined  further  appearing. 

Pearson,  J.  The  charter  of  the  college  (act  of  1838)  enacts  among 
other  thiugs  :  Sec.  1.  "  The  trustees  of  Davidson  College  shall  be  able 
and  capable  to  purchase,  have,  receive,  take,  hold,  and  enjoy  in  fee 
simple  or  lesser  estates,  any  land,  &e.,  by  gift,  grant,  devise,  &c. ;  and 
shall  be  able  and  capable,  in  law,  to  take,  receive,  and  possess  all 
moneys,  goods  and  chattels,  that  have  been,  or  shall  hereafter  be 
given,  sold  or  bequeathed,  for  the  use  of  said  college,  &c."  Sec.  10. 
"  Be  it  further  enacted,  that  the  whole  amount  of  real  and  personal 
estate  belonging  to  said  college,  shall  tiot  at  Any  one  time  exceed  in 
value,  the  sum  of  two  hundred  thousand  dollars." 

1  Statement  abridged.    Portions  of  the  opinions  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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The  testator,  besides  a  devise  of  a  large  amount  of  real,  estate, 
bequeaths,  for  the  use  of  the  college,  a  fund  of  personalty,  whicli,  when 
added  to  the  property  owned  bj-  the  college  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
■will  greatly  exceed  $200,000.  We  have  this  question :  Is  there  any 
principle  upon  which  this  Court  can  declare,  that  the  college  is  entitled 
to  the  excess  of  the  fund,  after  the  $200,000  is  fully  made  up,  and 
decree  that  the  executors  shall  paj^  over  such  excess  for  the  use  of  the 
college  ?  or  are  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  entitled  to  the  excess, 
on  tiie  ground,  that  it  is  not  effectually  disposed  of  by  the  will  ? 

The  general  rule  is  well  settled :  When  a  legacy,  from  anj-  cause, 
fails  to  take  effect,  the  subject  devolves  upon  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testator,  as  propertj-  undisposed  of ;  for  an  ineffectual  disposition  is  no 
disposition  at  all.  For  instance,  if  a  legacy  fails  by  "  lapse,"  i.  e.,  the 
death  of  the  legatee  in  the  life  time  of  the  testator ;  or  by  reason  of  its 
vagueness,  as  when  the  object  of  the  bounty  is  not  suflBcientlj-  described 
to  enable  the  Court  to  say  who  is  to  take  beneficiallj* ;  Bridges  v. 
Pleasants,  4  Ire.  Eq.  26,  where  the  object  was  "  the  poor  saints ; "  or 
because  the  purpose  of  the  testator  is  against  the  polic3'  of  the  law, 
i.  e.,  to  establish  an  order  of  privileged  slaves;  Ziea  v.  Brown,  ante, 
142  ;  or,  where  those  for  whose  benefit  the  bounty  was  intended,  refuse 
to  accept  it;  McAuley  v.  Wilson,  1  Dev.  Eq.,  276;  or,  where  those 
for  whose  benefit  the  bounty  is  intended  are  positively  forbidden  by 
law  from  owning  it,  which  is  our  case  —  made  stronger,  if  possible, 
by  the  fact,  that  the  prohibition  is  expressed  in  the  very  act  by  which 
the  corporation  is  created. 


We  are  satisfied,  after  hearing  a  full  argument  in  behalf  of  the 
college,  that  there  is  no  principle  upon  which  a  decree  can  be  made  in 
its  favor,  in  respect  to  the  excess  of  the  fund.  In  England,  under  the 
doctrine  of  cy  pres,  the  Chancellor  would  direct  the  excess  to  be 
applied  to  some  other  charity',  as  near  as  might  be,  like  that  indicated 
by  the  testator,  and  if  no  other  male  Presbyterian  college  existed,  it 
would  be  applied  to  a  female  college  of  that  denomination.  Attorney 
General  Y.  Towwa,  2  Ves.  Jun.  1;  4  Bro.  C.  C.  103;  but  our  Court 
has  never  acted  upon  that  refinement.     McAuley  v.  Wilson,  sup. 

The  cases  of  purchases  of  land  by  aliens  and  corporations,  under 
the  statutes  of  mortmain,  are  not  in  point.  It  is  settled,  that  an  alien 
or  a  corporation  may,  by  purchase,  take  land,  but  cannot  hold;  and 
the  doctrine  is  put  on  the  ground,  that  if  one  by  an  executed  convey- 
ance, which  is  his  own  act,  passes  land  to  an  alien,  or  corporation,  he 
shall  not  have  it  back ;  but  it  shall  belong  to  the  sovereign,  upon  oflSce 
found.  It  is  otherwise  in  regard  to  the  act  of  law.  If  the  heir,  of  one 
dying  seized  of  land,  be  an  alien,  the  law  will  not  cast  the  descent  on 
him,  because  he  cannot  hold  beneficially,  and  the  law  will  not  give 
with  one  hand  and  take  away  with  the  other,  but  will  cast  the  descent 
upon  the  next  relation  who  is  capable  of  holding.  For  the  same  rea- 
son, an  alien  husband  does  not  take  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  nor  an 
alien  wife  take  dower. 
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In  the  case  of  a  will  of  personalty,  the  property  does  not  pass    i'^^^^^ 
cdrectly  to  the  legatee ;  and  the  law  will  not  require,  or  permit,  the  ^^jt^  rJM^ 
executor  to  assent  to  the  legacy,  unless  it  can  take  effect  beneficially,..^'^^''*^^!^^?^ 
according  to  the  intention  of  the  testator ;  but  it  devolves  upon  the  r  J-        '' 
next  of  kin,  by  the  general  rule,  stated  and  illustrated  above.  ^         S/aa/^ 

p  ^\j ly 

But  it  is  asked  :  Are  the  plaintiffs  in  a  worse  condition,  because  the      Jf^yiJ^ 
executors  declined  to  pay  over  the  fund  without  being  protected  by     JiiLy^^^ 
the  sanction  of  this  Court,  than  if  they  had  been  willing  to  take  the 
responsibility  of  paying  it  over  without  suit?     Certainly  not.    Upon 
the  death  of  the  testator,  without  having  effectually  disposed  of  this  tyiAjoU^ 

fund,  the  rights  of  the  next  of  kin  ^'' were  vested."     They  could  have    ^22:^^_. -- 

filed  a  bill  to  prevent  the  executor  from  paying  it  over,  or  to  follow  the 

fund  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs.     This  is  also  a  full  answer  to  the 

position,  that  the  act  of  the  Legislature,  at  its  last  session,  by  which 

tlie  college  is  allowed  to  own  property  to  the  value  of  $500,000,  and       P I a^    ^ 

all  right  to  the  fund  on  the  part  of  the  State  or  of  the  University  is,  Jnjj/  > 

relinquished,  removes  the  objection  to  the  plaintiffs'  recover^-.     The       -JtAA^^^^ 

rights  of  the  next  of  kin  being  vested,  the  act  of  the  Legislature  does  ^^^''^ 

not  in  anywise  affect  them ;   so,  the  only  effect  of  the  'act,  besides 

enlarging  the  amount  which  the  college  is  now  capable  of  owning, 

is  to  waive  any  right  of  the  State ;  but  as  we  have  seen,  the  State 

had  none. 

This  being  a  bill  against  the  executors  only,  the  personalty  was 
directly  involved ;  but  upon  a  suggestion,  that  the  heirs-at-law  might 
have  an  interest  in  the  question,  whether  the  full  amount  of  the 
$200,000  should  be  made  up  out  of  the  personalty  alone,  or  out  of  the  Ut,*^-  y.  « 

personalty  and  realty  devised,  by  rateable  contribution,  it  was  directed    ^'^^f^^^'^^ 
that  they  should  be  made  parties.     We  are  satisfied  that  the  personaltyyi^"'^    /r: 
is  the  primary  fund,  and  the  requisite  amount  must  be  made  up  out  of   yJ'^'^^J 
that  exclusively;    for  which  the  necessary  enquiry  will  be  directed. 
'The  bill  will  be  dismissed  as  to  the  heirs,  without  costs,  as  they  claim 
the  legal  title  to  the  land.    The  question  between  them  and  the  college 
may  be  presented  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  if  the  parties  are  so 
advised. 

Battle,  J. 

•  ••■•••• 

Hence,  in  England,  and  perhaps  in  this  State,  an  alien  might  take 
real  property  by  devise,  which  would  give  him  a  good  title  to  it, 
as  against  all  persons  but  the  sovereign.  In  analogy  to  this,  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  have  contended  that  their  clients  have  the 
right  to  take  the  whole  legacy  bequeathed  to  them  bj-  Mr.  Chambers, 
though  it  may  be  that  bj-  force  of  the  restrictive  clause  in  their  charter, 
the  State  might,  if  it  saw  fit,  take  from  them  the  excess  over  the  value  j  jljM^ 

of  the  property  which  they  were  authorized  to  own.  The  argument  j'J/vi/l  n/Jb^' 
would  have  much  force  —  perhaps  be  irresistible  —  if  the  legacy  vested  rh^^  ^v^v^ 
at  once  and  immediately,  under  the  will,  in  the  plaintiffs.    Such  is  the      ^  i/**/''^ 
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case  undoubtedly  in  a  devise  of  land.  The  devisee  takes  in  at  once  by 
force  of  the  will,  and  his  title  becomes  complete  immediately  upon  the 
death  of  the  devisor.  Bnt  the  case  of  a  legacy  Is  well  known  to  be 
different.  Upon  the  testator's  death,  all  his  personal  property  becomes 
vested  In  the  executor,  who  holds  it  in  trust,  first,  for  the  paj-ment  of 
the  funeral  expenses,  charges  of  administration  and  debts,  and  then  for 
the  payment  of  legacies ;  and  if  there  be  a  residue  undisposed  of  by 
the  will,  he  is  bound,  since  the  act  of  1789,  (see  1  Rev.  Stat.  oh.  46, 
sec.  18  ;  Eev.  Code,  ch.  46,  sec.  24),  to  pay  it  over  to  the  next  of  kin. 
The  legatee  has  no  legal  title  to  the  legac3'  until  the  executor  shall  give 
his  assent  to  it.  So  strong  is  this  rule,  that  If  a  legatee  take  into  pos- 
session a  specific  chattel,  given  to  him  b}'  the  will,  without  the  consent 
of  the  executor,  the  latter  maj'  by  a  suit  at  law  recover  It  back  ;  2  Wil- 
liams on  Ex'rs.,  845.  It  is  true,  that  if,  after  the  payment  of  all  the 
debts  and  other  legal  charges  upon  the  estate,  the  executor  withholds 
his  assent  to  a  legacj',  the  legatee  may,  by  a  bill  in  eqult3',  compel  him 
to  assent  to  it,  and  therebj'  give  him  a  title  to  it ;  bnt  It  Is  by  means  of 
a  suit  in  equity  alone  that  he  can  get  possession  of  a  legac}',  either 
general  or  specific,  from  an  obstinate  or  dilatory  executor.  It  needs 
the  aid  of  a  x!ourt,  then,  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  legacy 
which  thej'  claim  ;  and  the  analogy  to  the  case  of  an  alien  cannot  be  of 
much  avail  to  them,  unless  we  find  that  the  law  vfiliper  se  and  propria 
vigore  cast  an  estate  upon  him,  or  that  a  court  either  of  law  or  equity, 
will  lend  him  its  assistance  to  obtain  it. 


It  seems  to  me,  that,  in  admitting  that  the  State,  upon  office  found, 
or  otherwise,  maj'  seize  and  take  to  its  own  use,  the  excess,  the  plain- 
tiffs' counsel  virtually  admit  that  it  is  unlawfully  held  b}'  the  college. 
Whj'  so  forfeited  to  the  State  unless  because  the  college  has  it  In  oppo- 
sition to  the  express  prohibition  of  its  charter?  If  unlawful  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  have  it,  can  a  court  of  equity  assist  them  to  get  it? 

Nash,  C.  J.,  dissentiente. 


Secondly.  Let  it  be  granted,  that  by  taking  the  whole  of  the  prop- 
rty  devised,  the  total  amount  in  value  would  exceed  what  the  corpora- 
tion was  entitled  to  possess,  and  thereby  its  charter  might  be  forfeited, 
can  the  defendants,  the  executor,  or  the  next  of  kin,  take  advantage  of 
the  bleach  of  the  condition  In  these  proceedings ?  A  charter  is  a  eon- 
tract  between  the  corporation  and  the  sovereign.  It  is  well  settli'd 
that  none  but  the  parties  or  their  privies,  can  take  advantage  of  a 
breach  of  a  condition.  Now,  neither  Mr.  Chambers,  nor  his  executor, 
nor  his  next  of  kin,  are  any  parties  or  privies  to  the  contract —  upon 
what  principle  then,  is  it,  that  the  executor  can  refuse  his  assent  to  the 
legacj'  to  the  college,  or  upon  what  principle  can  the  next  of  kin  claim 
it,  or  any  portion  of  it?  If  Mr.  Chambers,  while  in  life,  had  donated 
to  the  college  two  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  cash  —  or  its  value  in 
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id 
property,  specified  in  the  will,  could  he  have  been  heard  in  a  court  of 
justice  to  saj',  that  he  had  given  the  corporation  too  much,  and  they 
must  pay  back  to  him  as  iiluch  of  the  donation  as  was  over  and  above 
what  it  could  legally  hold  or  retain  ?  Suppose  him  to  have  brought  an 
action  for  the  surplus,  could  he  have  recovered?  Surely  not.  He 
would  be  estopped,  and  of  course,  so  would  all  persons  claiming 
under  him  ;  Gilliam  v.  Bird,  8  Ire.  Rep.  280.  His  death  cannot  alter 
the  proposition.  Whatever  would  estop  him,  must  estop  his  personal 
representative,  and  must  equally  estop  his  next  of  kin,  who  claim 
through  him.  I  cannot,  therefore,  see  how  either  the  next  of  kin  or 
the  executor  of  Maxwell  Chambers,  can  deny,  in  this  proceeding,  the 
right  of  the  complainants  to  receive  the  whole  of  the  sum  devised  Pyu 

But  again,  I  hold  that  no  one  but  the  State,  as  a  sovereign,  can  call       ^xJi}  ^'^ 
the  plaintiffs  to  account  for  receiving,  or  holding,  a  larger  amount  of  ^^^^^jildl  ^'"^^ 
property  in  value  than  is  limited  in  their  charter.  i^^' 

This  [the  recent  act  of  assembly]  is  tantamount  to  a  license  by  the 
Crown,  and  we  have  seen  by  the  case  from  3rd  Vesey,  jr.,  and  that 
from  Merivale,  that  a  license  from  the  Crown  will  enable  a  corpora- 
tion to  hold  more  property  than  the  amount  to  which  it  was  originally 
limited  (though  the  license  was  obtained  after  the  death  of  the 
donor),  upon  the  principle  that,  by  the  devise  or  purchase  of  more 
property  than  they  were  allowed  to  hold,  the  legal  estate  vested  in 
the  donee,  subject  to  the  will  of  the  Sovereign. 

It  is  further  objected,  that  the  act  of  '56  could  not  divest  the  next  oi' 
kin  of  the  interest  which  vested  in  them  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 
The  above  cases  show  that  no  interest  vested  in  the  next  of  kin,  for  it 
is  decided  in  them,  that  the  legal  estate  vested  in  the  donees.  But 
there  is  another  answer  to  this  claim  of  the  next  of  kin.  It  is  in 
general  true  that  a  devise  ought  to  take  effect  on  the  death  of  the 
testator ;  but  a  devise  to  a  collegiate  corporation,  not  then  in  exist- 
ence, may  be  good.  Grant  on  Corporations,  123 ;  Attorney  General  v. 
Downing,  Wilmot's  notes,  11  and  13.  In  that  case,  the  devise  was  to 
a  corporation,  to  be  established  in  the  University  of  Cambridge,  and 
to  be  named  after  the  testator.  Downing  College,  in  case  the  Crown 
should  grant  a  charter  incorporating  the  same,  and  a  license  to  hold 
land  in  mortmain.  The  devise  was  held  to  be  good.  Here,  the  cor- 
poration was  in  full  existence  at  the  time  the  will  was  executed  and 
when  the  testator  died.  The  result  of  the  cases  to  which  reference  has 
been  had,  is  that  a  corporation  may  take  more  than  the  limit  in  their 
charter,  but  they  cannot  hold  it  unless  they  obtain  an  extension  by  the 
Crown.  Grant,  104.  No  right  to  any  interest  then,  according  to  the 
authorities,  did  or  could  vest  in  the  next  of  kin. 

If  the  charter  has  been  violated,  no  one  but  the  sovereign  can  claim 
the  forfeiture ;  and  as  the  sovereign,  by  the  act  of  '56,  has  waived  its 
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right  to  vacate  the  charter,  if  there  was  any  violation  of  it  by  the 
corporation,  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  receive  the  donation  from 
the  executor,  is  complete,  and  put  bej-ond  eill  doubt  in  my  estimation. 
Pek  Cubiam.     Decree  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 


IN  THE   MATTER  01'    THE   ESTATE  OF    JOHN    McGRAW. 

IN   THE   MATTER  OF  THE   ESTATE  OF  JENNIE 

McGRAW  FISKE. 

1888.     Ill  New  Yorh,  66.1 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  which  reversed  a 
decree  made  by  the  Surrogate  of  Tompkins  County  on  the  settlement 
of  the  account  of  Douglass  Boardman,  executor  of  the  will  of  Mrs. 
Jennie  McGraw  FisEel  TEe  will  of  Mrs.  Fiske  directed  that  her 
estate  "be  converted  into  money,  or  available  securities,  as  soon  as 
can  be  done,  having  in  view  its  best  interests  and  results."  After 
numerous  bequests  including  a  bequest  of  $250,000  to  Cornell  Univers- 
ity in  trust,  the  will  contains  the  following  residuary  clause :  "I  give, 
devise  and  bequeath  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  mj-  property 
(if  any  there  shall  be)  to  Cornell  University,  aforesaid,  to  be  added  to 
the  '  McGraw  Librarj'  Fund  '  aforesaid,  and  subject  to  the  trusts,  pur- 
poses, uses  and  conditions  hereinbefore  prescribed  for  said  fund." 

The  Revised  Statutes  provide  that  a  devise  of  real  estate  may  be 
made  to  every  person  capable  bj'  law  of  holding  real  estate  ;  "  ^ut  no 
devise  to  a  corporation  shall  be  valid  unless  such  corporation  be  ex- 
pressly authorized  by  its  charter  or  by  statute  to  take  by  devise."  (2 
R.  S.  57,  ss.  1,  2,  3.)  The  Revised  Statutes  also  enact,  that  the  trus- 
tees of  every  college  chartered  by  the  state  shall  have  power  "  to  take 
and  hold,  by  gift,  grant,  or  dfevise,  any  real  or  personal  property,  the 
yearly  income  or  revenue  of  which  shall  not  exceed  the  value  of 
fcwentj'-five  thousand  dollars."  (1  R.  S.  460,  ss.  31-37.)  Cornell 
University  was  incorporated  by  chapter  685  of  the  Laws  of  1865. 
Section  5  of  the  charter  is  as  follows :  "  Sec.  5.  The  corporation  here- 
by created  may  hold  real  and  personal  property  not  exceeding  three 
millions  of  dollars  in  the  aggregate." 

The  husband,  next  of  kin,  and  heirs  at  law,  of  Mrs.  Fiske,  con- 
tended that  Cornell  University,  at  the  date  of  Mrs.  Fiske's  death, 

1  Statement  compiled  from  statement  and  opinion  in  HI  iV.  Y.  66,  and  statement 
Sn  45  Hun,  334.    Arguments  and  portions  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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already  owned  property  exceeding,  in  the  aggregate,  three  millions  of 
dollars. 

The  amount  of  Mrs.  Fiske's  estate  at  the  time  of  her  death,  as  found 
by  the  Surrogate  (including  a  trust  fund  created  under  the  will  of 
John  McGraw,  which  the  Surrogate  held  was  part  of  the  estate  of 
John  McGraw,  but  which  Mrs.  Fiske  had  a  right  to  dispose  of  by  will) 
exceeded  two  millions  of  dollars.  After  deducting  the  legacies  to 
parties  other  than  Cornell  University,  there  was  a  balance  of  more 
than  one  million  which  would  go  to  the  University  if  the  will  were 
carried  out. 

The  Surrogate  decided  that  a  decree  should  be  made : 

1.  That  the  account  of  the  executor  be  allowed. 

2.  That  the  executor  paj'  over  to  Cornell  University  the  sum  of 
$141,676.72,  being  the  balance  on  hand  and  ready  for  distribution. 

3.  And  adjudging  that  Cornell  University  is  the  owner  and  entitled 
to  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  said  estate,  and  directing  said 
executor  to  pay  the  same,  when  sold,  to  Cornell  University,  in  money 
or  in  such  other  form,  or  at  such  other  time,  as  may  be  mutually  agreed 
upon  between  Cornell  University  and  the  executor. 

The  decree  of  the  Surrogate  was  reversed,  upon  appeal,  by  the 
General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  Fourth  Judicial  Depart- 
ment. (Reported  45  Hun,  354.)  The  case  was  then  taken,  bj'  ap- 
peal, to  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

E.  Countryman,  and  S.  D.  HaMiday,  for  appellants. 

Esek  Cowen,  and  George  F.  Comstock,  for  respondents. 

Peckham,  J. 

I  tliink  the  fifth  section  of  the  charter  gives  the  measure  of  the 
power  of  the  universitj'  to  take  as  well  as  to  hold  property.  The  lan- 
guage is  an  authority  as  well  as  a  limitation.  It  is  an  authority  to 
hold  more  than  the  Revised  Statutes  permitted,  bat  it  shall  not  be  per- 
mitted to  hold  more  tlian  a  certain  specified  amount.  And  if  there 
were  nothing  said  on  the  subject  of  property  in  the  charter,  I  think  the 
Revised  Statutes  as  to  the  limitation  for  colleges  would  apply.  Read- 
ing the  language  in  the  charter,  it  is  difBcult  to  imagine  a  holding  with- 
out a  previous,  taking  of  property,  and  the  counsel  for  the  appellant 
admits  that  if  there  were  no  other  statute  providing  for  a  taking  of 
property,  the  language  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  charter  would  neces- 
sarily imply  a  right  to  take  in  order  to  hold. 

The  counsel  states  accurately  the  law  of  mortmain  in  England  and 
its  consequences  of  possible  forfeiture  of  the  estate  granted,  and, 
until  forfeiture,  the  vesting  of  the  title  in  the  corporation  indefeasible, 
except  by  the  re-entry  of  the  person  entitled  to  take  it  by  reason  of 
^he  forfeiture.  But  the  circumstances  under  which  lands  are  held  by 
citizens  of  New  York,  where  their  tenure  is  so  wholly  different  from 
that  which  prevailed  in  England  when  the  early  mortmain  acts  were 
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enacted,  render  any  argument  in  regard  to  those  acts  and  their  effect 
totally  inapplicable  to  the  case  of  a  corporation  of  this  state.  Taking 
the  law  as  it  exists  in  our  statutes,  including  the  special  provision 
upon  the  subject  in  the  charter  of  the  university,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  provision  therein,  limiting  the  holding  of  property,  is,  as  I  have 
said,  a  restriction  also  upon  the  power  to  take  in  excess  of  the  speci- 
fied amount. 

The  nature  of  the  tenure  of  real  property  at  the  time  of  the  passage 
of  the  early  mortmain  acts  in  England  bears  no  resemblance  to  the 
tenure  by  which  a  citizen  of  this  State  holds  lands.  Here  there  is  no 
vassal  and  superior,  but  the  title  is  absolute  in  the  owner,  and  subject 
only  to  the  liability  to  escheat,  (Const,  of  N.  T.,  art.  1,  §  13.)  The 
escheat  takes  place  when  the  title  to  lands  fails  through  defect  of 
heirs.     (Const,  of  IST.  Y.,  art.  1,  §  11.) 

A  devise  to  a  corporation  which  is  forbidden  to  take  (or  forbidden 
to  hold,  if  the  word,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  is  construed 
to  include  a  taking  also)  does  not,  therefore,  give  p  title  subject  to  the 
right  of  some  superior  to  claim  a  forfeiture  of  the  land ;  but  if  it  be  in 
violation  of  a  statute,  I  think  the  devise  is  void  and  the  land  descends 
to  the  heir  or  residuary  devisee. 

Whether  the  legislature,  when  using  language  providing  for  a  limi- 
tation upon  holding  property,  meant  to  permit  an  unlimited  taking,  is 
a  question  of  legislative  intent;  and  I  think  the  general  inference 
would  be,  in  the  absence  of.  some  plain  and  controlling  circumstance 
to  the  contrary,  that  the  legislative  body  meant  to  limit  a  taking  as 
well  as  a  holding  beyond  the  specified  amount. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellant  does  not  claim  that  this  property  waa 
itself  forfeited  to  the  state,  if  the  state  should  choose  to  enforce  the 
forfeiture.  His  claim  is,  as  I  understand  it,  that  if  the  universitj'  ex- 
ceeded its  limitation  by  holding  more  property  than  it  was  allowed 
by  law  to  hold,  a  cause  of  forfeiture  of  the  charter  was  thereby  created, 
and  that  in  enforcing  such  forfeiture,  after  the  payment  of  the  debts  o£ 
the  corporation  the  rest  of  the  property  would  (as  he  insists)  probably 
go  to  the  state  because  there  would  be  no  living  claimant  to  it  who 
would  have  any  right  to  acquire  it.  A  forfeiture  the  state  may  claim 
and  may  enforce  at  pleasure,  when  the  occasion  arises,  but  it  is  a  for- 
feiture of  the  charter  and  not  a  forfeiture  of  the  property  held  by  the 
corporation.  It  is  further  claimed  that  this  distinction  between  the 
right  to  take  and  the  power  to  hold  property  is  one  which  has  been 
admitted  and  enforced  in  the  courts  of  England,  of  this  state  and  of 
the  other  states  of  the  union  for  a  long  number  of  years  ;  and  that  there 
is  no  reason  why  ettect  to  such  a  distinction  should  not  be  given  in  this 
case,  the  result  being,  as  is  stated,  that  the  corporation  has  an  un- 
limited right  to  take  property  and  also  an  unlimited  right  to  hold  it  as 
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against  any  one  but  the  state  in  its  capacity  of  sovereign.  There  is 
undoubtedly  a  distinction  between  the  right  to  take  and  the  power  to 
hold  propertj"  under  some  circumstances,  the  only  question  being 
whether  the  legislature  had  such  distinction  in  mind  and  meant  to  pro- 
vide for  it  in  the  case  in  hand.  It  is  said  that  an  alien  has  the  right 
to  take  propert}-  bj'  purchase,  but  he  cani^ot  hold  it  as  against  the  state. 
That  is  so.  He  takes,  however,  a  defeasible  title,  good  as  to  all  but 
the  sovereign  power,  wliich  must  take  it  upon  office  found  or  by 
escheat.    (Wright  v.  Saddler,  20  N.  Y.  320.) 

In  such  case  it  is  not  exacth'  an  accurate  description  of  the  alien's 
title  to  simply  saj-  that  he  can  take  but  cannot  hold.  That  is  a  contra- 
diction in  terms.  If  he  take,  he  must  hold,  if  for  but  a  fractional  part 
of  a  second  of  time.  The  expression  is  but  a  short  one  for  the  state- 
ment that  he  cannot  hold,  as  against  the  claim  of  the  state,  where 
propevlj'  made  and  enforced.  The  same  expression  is  used  in  the  case 
of  a  corporation  under  the  mortmain  laws,  that  it  can  take  but  not 
hold,  the  meaning  being  that  it  cannot  hold  as  against  tlie  claim  for 
forfeiture  when  made  by  the  next  superior  lord  of  the  grantor  of  the 
lands.  That  the  words  lose  all  their  meaning  when  wrenched  from  the 
circumstances  under  which  thej'  were  used,  and  applied  to  corporations 
existing  bj'  virtue  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  seems  to  me  a  plain 
proposition. 

[The  learned  Judge  here  commented  upon  various  cases  cited  by 
the  appellants.] 

In  the  case  of  Vidal  v.  Girard's  Executors  (2  How.  [U.  S.]  127), 
the  trusts  created  by  the  will  of  Stephen  Girard  were  held  valid,  and 
the  court  said  that  in  such  a  case,  if  the  corporation  were  incompetent 
to  execute  them,  the  heirs  could  not  take  advantage  of  such  fact,  as 
that  could  only  be  done  by  the  state  by  quo  warranto  or  other  judi- 
cial proceeding.  This  is  upon  the  ground  that  the  trust  was  a  valid 
trust,  and  if  so,  and  the  corporation,  as  such,  had  no  power  to  execute 
it,  the  trust  did  not,  for  that  reason,  fail,  but  upon  the  failure  of  the 
corporation  for  lack  of  power,  to  execute  it,  a  court  of  equity  would 
appoint  a  new  trustee.  Of  course,  the  heirs  had  no  interest  in  the 
question  when  once  the  trust  was  declared  valid,  whether  the  corpora- 
tion was  exceeding  its  power  in  taking  upon  itself  the  execution  of  the 
trust  or  not.  They  had  no  title  to  or  any  further  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty. Thej'  stood,  therefore,  in  respect  to  the  corporation,  as  any 
other  strangers.  The  case  does  not  aid  the  appellant  upon  the  matter 
under  review. 

The  cases  of  the  Elevated  Railroad  (70  N.  Y.,  327,  338)  and  Moore 
v.  Brooklyn,  etc.,  Railroad  (108  id.  98, 104)  are  cited  to  show  that  none 
but  the  sovereign  can  take  advantage  of  a  forfeiture  of  the  charter, 
and  that  must  be  in  a  direct  proceeding  against  the  corporation.  The 
principle  is  undenied.  But  in  a  case  like  this  it  is  no  forfeiture  that 
is  being  insisted  upon.    It  is  simply  a  question  of  title  to  the  pro- 
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pei-ty,  and,  provided  it  has  not  been  legally  devised  or  bequeathed,  it 
necessarily  vests  iu  the  heir  or  next  of  kin. 

But  it  is  said  that  where  property  is  given  to  a  corporation  whioh 
has  power  to  take  or  hold  under  some  circumstances,  the  title  vests  in 
the  corporation,  for  otherwise  the  state  would  never  obtain  the  right  to 
forfeit  even  the  charter  for  a  violation  thereof.  The  argument  is,  the 
corporation  would  answer  a  claim  to  forfeit  the  charter  by  the  fact  that 
the  charter  precluded  it  from  taking  such  property,  and,  therefore,  as 
it  could  not,  it  had  not  done  so.  I  do  not  see  the  force  of  the  argu- 
ment. The  charter  may  preclude  the  rightful  taking  of  the  property 
by  the  corporation,  and  may  prevent  the  legal  title  from  vesting  in  it, 
but  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  fact  that,  nevertheless,  the  corpo- 
ration has,  as  a  physical  act,  taken  the  propertj-  and  may  be  insisting 
upon  its  right  to  keep  it  as  matter  of  law.  In  such  case  can  there  be 
any  doubt  that  the  corporation  has  taken  and  is  holding  the  property 
as  its  own  and  in  defiance  of  the  charter,  and  that  it  may  be  punished 
by  having  its  charter  forfeited,  although  the  rightful  owner  of  the 
property  may  thereafter  obtain  his  own  ?  The  fact  that  he  does  obtain 
it  is  no  answer  to  the  other  fact  that  the  corporation  had  taken  it,  nor 
is  it  any  legal  answer  to  the  claim  of  forfeiture  of  the  charter,  on  the 
part  of  the  state,  that  it  was  unsuccessful  in  continuing  to  hold  the 
property-  against  the  charter  provisions. 

Although  we  never  adopted  or  enacted  the  English  statutes  of  mort- 
main, yet  in  this,  as  in  other  states,  we  have  a  decided  mortmain 
policy.  It  is  found  in  our  statute  in  relation  to  wills,  prohibiting 
a  devise  to  a  corporation  unless  specially  permitted  by  its  charter  or 
by  some  statute  to  take  property  by  devise. 

The  counsel  claims,  however,  that  a  devise  to  a  corporation  vests 
the  title  in  it,  so  far  as  the  question  of  capacity  is  concerned,  whenever 
it  would  in  the  case  of  a  sale  for  a  valuable  consideration.  Hence  he 
sa3s  that  the  cases  of  sales  above  cited  are  decisive  of  this,  if  they  be 
admitted  as  well  decided.  In  the  case  of  an  executed  sale,  however, 
the  question  of  ultra  vires,  as  set  forth  in  the  modern  cases,  comes  in 
play,  and  the  question  of  a  want  of  title  in  the  corporation  in  such  case 
would  not  be  permitted  to  be  raised  by  the  grantor  or  his  heirs,  be- 
cause it  would  be  against  justice  and  would  accomplish  a  legal  wrong. 
(^Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow,  63  N.  Y.  62.) 

The  question  of  an  executed  gift  without  consideration  by  a  donor, 
by  an  absolute  delivery  to  a  corporation  without  power  to  take,  is  also 
instanced,  and  the  question  is  asked  whether  the  title  vests  in  such 
a  case  in  the  corporation  so  that  the  douor  or  his  heirs  could  not  re- 
Over  it  back,  and  if  it  do,  the  counsel  asks  where  is  the  difference  in 
the  two  eases.  It  is  time  enough  to  decide  such  a  case  when  it  arises. 
But  it  seems  to  me  there  is  a  decided  difference.  In  the  one  case  the 
gift  is  made  inter  vivos  by  the  absolute  owner,  and  it  is  made  effectual  as 
to  Mm  hy  a  delivery.     In  such  case  it  would  seem  that  he  stands  in  no 
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position  to  ask  the  aid  of  the  court  to  get  him  out  of  a  situation  into 
which  he  voluntarily  entered  with  his  eyes  open,  and  the  court  might 
well  say  to  him  that  he  stood  in  no  position  to  attack  the  right  of  his 
donee  to  property  which  he  freely  and  absolutely  gave  it.  As  to  his 
heirs  it  could  be  said  that  their  iancestor  had  made  a  disposition  of 
property'  which  was  absolutely  his  own  in  his  life-time,  and  in  such  a 
way  that  he  could  not  question  its  validity,  and  that  as  he  could  not, 
they  succeeding  only  to  bis  rights,  were  alike  disabled. 

In  the  case  of  a  devise,  liowever,  the  case  is  essentially  different. 
The  will  does  not  take  effect  until  the  testator's  death,  and  then,  if  his 
property  is  not  legally  devised  or  bequeathed,  no  title  vests  for  a  single 
moment  in  the  devisee  or  legatee,  but  it  vests  instantly  in  the  heir  or 
next  of  kin  ;  and  the  corporation  claiming  under  the  will  asks  the  aid 
of  the  law  to  give  the  property  to  it,  and  in  so  doing  it  must  show  the 
authority  it  has  to  take.  And  if  there  were  only  a  prohibition  in  words 
against  holding  the  property,  would  the  law  not  be  doing  a  vain  thing 
in  handing  it  over  to  a  corporation  which  by  the  very  fact  of  holding 
would  render  itself  liable  to  have  its-  charter  forfeited  on  that  account? 
Would  not  the  prohibition  against  holding  be  properly  and  necessarily 
construed  as  a  prohibition  against  taking  also? 

Is  not  this  an  argument  against  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  take, 
if  b^'  holding  it  is  thus  rendered  liable  to  such  a  penalty  ?  And  is  it 
not  an  argument  in  favor  of  the  construction  of  the  language  in  the 
charter  that  the  limitation  upon  the  power  to  hold  property  is,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  a  limitation  upon  the  power  to  take  any  more 
than  it  can  legall3'  and  properly  hold  ? 

[After  referring  to  the  fact  that  the  legislature,  subsequently  to  the 
death  of  Mrs.  Fiske,  passed  an  act  which  took  away  any  limitation  on 
the  power  of  the  university-  to  hold  property.] 

However  perfect  may  be  the  waiver  in  the  act  alluded  to,  of  the 
right  of  the  state  to  forfeit  the  charter  of  this  university  on  account  of 
anj'  alleged  violation  thereof,  such  act  can,  of  course,  have  no  possible 
effect  upon  rights  of  property  which  vested  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Fiske 
and  before  the  passage  of  the  act  in  question.  (  White  v.  Howard,  46 
N.  Y.  144.) 


This  will  devises  no  real  estate  to  Cornell  TTniyersitXt,-^--:  .  [The 
will]  directs  that  the  estate  of  the  testatrix  shall  bei  converted  into 
money  or  available  securities  by  her  executor  as  soon  as  it  can  be 
done,  having  in  view  tlie  best  interests  of  the  estate.  This  direction 
to  convert  operated  as  an  equitable  conversion  of  the  estate  of  the 
testatrix  into  money  or  available  securities,  and  hence  no  real  estate 
in  other  states  has  been  devised  by  her  to  the  university.  .  .  . 

Upon  a  review  of  the  whole  question  as  to  the  proper  construction 
of  the  legislation,  general  and  special,  affecting  this  university,  I  am 
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of  the  opinion  that  it  had  no  power  to  take  or  hold  any  more  real  and 
personal  property  than  $3,000,000,  in  the  aggregate. 

Second.  Coming  to  the  conchision  I  have,  on  the  first  branch  of  the 
case,  it  becomes  necessary  to  examine  the  second  and  only  remaining 
question,  viz. :  Does  this  property,  if  taken  and  held  by  the  university, 
exceed  the-  amount  which  by  law  it  can  hold  ? 

[The  court  held,  that  the  property  of  the  university,  at  the  time  of 
the  decease  of  Mrs.  Fiske,  amounted  to  more  than  « its  permitted 
aggregate  "  ;  and  that,  under  such  circumstances,  the  university  could 
not  take  the  various  legacies  bequeathed  to  it  by  her  will.] 

Judgment  of  General  Term  affirmed. 

All  concur,  except  Finch,  J.,  taking  no  part. 


CASE  V.  KELLY. 

1890.     133  V.  S.  21.1 

Appeal  from  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Wisconsia. 

The  plaintiff,  Case,  receiver  of  the  Green  Bay  &  Minnesota  R.  R. 
Co.,  was  ordered  by  the  Court  (in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given 
by  the  R.  R.  Co.)  to  take  possession  of  all  the  corporate  property,  and 
was  authorized  to  bring  suits  in  the  name  of  the  company.  Case,  as 
receiver,  brought  the  present  bill  in  equitj',  stating  that  he  sues  in 
behalf  of  the  company  and  as  receiver. 

The  allegations  of  the  bill  are,  that  the  defendants  Kellj-,  Ketchum 
and  Hiles,  who  were  officers  of  the  railroad  company  during  its  period 
of  construction,  had  procured  numerous  donations  of  land  from  citizens 
who  were  interested  in  the  construction  of  the  road,  along  its  line, 
intended  to  be  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  railroad  company,  and  to 
assist  it  in  such  construction.  The  fundamental  allegation  of  the  bill 
is,  that  these  defendants,  representing  to  the  persons  who  made  tlie 
donations  that  thej'  were  officers  of  the  road,  and  soliciting  these 
grants  for  the  benefit  of  the  road,  took  the  conveyances  to  themselves 
individually  ;  that  thej'  did  this  in  a  fraudulent  manner,  by  making  tlie 
grantors  in  the  conveyances  believe  that  the3-,  as  the  officers  of  tlie 
company,  could  receive  the  conveyances  for  the  benefit  of  the  road ; 
and  that  either  the  grantors  did  not  I'eall^'  know  to  whom  the  convey- 
ances were  made,  or  were  induced  to  believe  that  when  made  the 
grantees  held  the  lands  as  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  ro.id.  These 
defendants  not  recognizing  this  trust,  and  the  conveyances  on  their 
faces  being  merely  conveyances  to  the  individuals,  either  separately  or 
collectively,  to  wit :  to  Ketchum,  Kelly  and  Hiles,  who  now  refuse  to 
1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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convey  to  the  company  or  to  admit  ita  right  to  the  lands,  this  snit  is 
brought  to  have  a  declaration  of  the  trust  made  by  the  court  and  a 
decree  ordering  conveyances  by  the  defendants  of  the  land  to  the 
corporation. 

It  is  further  alleged  that  the  mortgage  in  process  of  foreclosure  in 
the  court  under  which  Case  is  acting  as  receiver  covered  all  the  lands 
of  the  corporation,  and  would  cover  these  lands  if  the  title  of  the 
corporation  in  them  was  established. 

Answers  were  filed,  and  evidence  taken.  Upon  the  hearing,  the 
Circuit  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  aforesaid  conveyances  were  made 
by  the  grantors  and  received  by  the  defendants  as  contributions  to  the 
railroad  company  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  road.  The  Court 
was  also  of  opinion  that  the  company-  could  only  receive  and  hold  lands 
for  the  necessary  purposes  of  the  road.  The  decision  was,  that  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  the  title  and  possession  of  all  such  lands  as  are 
required  by  the  company  for  necessary  railroad  purposes  (such  as  right 
of  way,  depots,  &c.)  ;  and  that  the  bill,  as  to  all  other  portions  of  th« 
land  described  therein,  should  be  dismissed. 

Walter  C.  Lamed  and  Herbert  M.  Turner,  for  appellant. 

George  H.  Nbyes,  for  Hiles,  appellee. 

Miller,  J.  [After  holding  that  the  company  had  no  authoritj'  to 
receive  an  indefinite  quantity  of  lands,  whether  by  purchase  or  gift,  to 
be  converted  into  money  or  held  for  any  other  purposes  than  those 
mentioned  in  the  act  of  incorporation] 

It  is  next  objected  to  the  principle  adopted  by  the  court  that  the 
limitation  upon  the  power  of  the  corporation  to  receive  land  is  one 
which  concerns  the  State  alone,  and  the  title  to  such  lands  in  a  cor- 
poration can  only  be  defeated  bj'  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto  on  behalf  of  the  State.  The  case  of  National  Bank  v. 
Mattliews,  98  U.  S.  621,  is  strenuously  relied  on  to  support  this  view. 
We  need  not  stop  here  to  inquire  whether  this  company'  can  hold  title 
to  lands,  which  it  is  impliedly  forbidden  to  do  by  its  charter,  because 
the  case  before  us  is  not  one  in  which  the  title  to  the  lands  in  question 
has  ever  been  vested  in  the  railroad  company,  or  attempted  to  be  so 
vested.  The  railroad  compan}'  is  plaintiff  in  this  action,  and  is  seeking 
to  obtain  the  title  to  such  lands.  It  has  no  authority  by  the  statute  to 
receive  such  title  and  to  own  such  lands,  and  the  question  here  is,  not 
whether  the  courts  would  deprive  it  of  such  lands  if  they  had  been  con- 
vej'ed  to  it,  but  whether  they  will  aid  it  to  violate  the  law  and  obtain  a 
title  which  it  has  no  power  to  hold.  We  think  the  questions  are  very 
different  ones,  and  that  while  a  court  might  hesitate  to  declare  the  title 
to  lands  received  already,  and  in  the  possession  and  ownership  of  the 
companj',  void  on  the  principle  that  they  had  no  authority  to  take  sucli 
lands,  it  is  very  clear  that  it  will  not  make  itself  the  active  agent  in 
behalf  of  the  company  in  violating  the  law  and  enabling  the  company 
to  do  that  which  the  law  forbids. 
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We  are  urged  to  consider  that  if  this  decree  is  afB.rmed  dismissing 
the  bill  of  the  railroad  company,  the  defendants  will  be  left  in  the 
possession  of  property  fraudulently  acquired,  of  considerable  value,  for 
which  they  gave  no  consideration.  The  answer  to  this  is,  that  such 
question  cannot  be  raised  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  because,  having 
no  right  to  take  the  property,  it  is  not  injured  by  a  decree  of  the  court 
which  fails  to  grant  such  right.  The  other  questions  must  be  between 
the  defendants  in  this  case  and  those  from  whom  they  took  deeds  of 
conveyance,  or  such  other  parties,  public  or  private,  as  may  show  that 
they  have  an  interest  in  the  controversy. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  Affirmed. 

Me.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  did  not  hear  this  case  and  took  no  part 
in  its  decision.  ^     .  ^    ,->  a  ,  tj  t  i, 
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1907.    194  Mcmachusetts,  280. 

Knowlxon,  G.  J.  This  is  a  petition  brought  by  the  heirs  of  Stephen 
Salisbury,  late  of  Worcester,  deceased,  for  leave  to  file  an  information 
in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  against  the  respondent,  under  the 
E.  L.  c.  192,  §§  6-13.  The  Worcester  Art  Museum  is  a  corporation, 
established  under  the  provisions  of  the  Pub.  Sts.  c.  115  (R.  L.  c.  125), 
"  for  the  purpose,"  as  set  forth  in  its  certificate  of  incorporation,  "  of 
founding  an  institution  for  the  promotion  of  art  and  art  education  in 
said  Worcester ;  erecting  and  maintaining  buildings  for  the  preserva- 
tion and  exhibition  of  works  and  objects  of  art ;  making  and  exhibiting 
collections  of  such  works,  and  providing  instruction  in  the  industrial, 
liberal,  and  fine  arts;  for  holding  real  and  personal  estate  in^tlie  fur- 
therance of  this  purpose ;  and  for  the  holding  and  administering  funds 
acquired  by  the  corporation  for  these  and  kindred,  objects  in  accord- 
ance with  the  will  of  the  donors.  AH- of  said  property  and  funds  of 
the  corporation,  however,  are  to  be  held  solely  in  trust  for  the  benefit 
of  all  the  people  of  the  city  of  Worcester."  By  the  will  of  Mr.  Salis- 
bury this  corporation  is  made  his  residuary  legatee,  and  if  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  is  carried  out,  it  will  receive,  under  the  will,  real 
and  personal  estate  amounting  in  value  to  between  $2,000,000  and 
$3,500,000.  By  the  R.  L.  c.  125,  §  8,  such  corporations  are  authorized 
to  "hold  real  and  personal  estate  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  one 
million  five  hundred  thousand  dollars."  By  the  St.  1906,  c.  312,  en- 
acted after  the  probate  of  the  will,  the  right  of  this  respondent  to 
hold  real  and  personal  estate  was  enlarged  to  an  amount  not  exceed- 
ing $5,000,000.  The  petitioners  contend  that,  by  reason  of  the  limi- 
tation in  the  statute,  the  gift  was  void ;  that,  as  heirs  at  law  of  the 
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testator,  their  rights  in  this  part  of  his  estate  became  vested  on  the 
probate  of  the  will ;  that  the  St.  1906  is  prospective  in  its  operation, 
and  does  not  affect  the  right  of  the  respondent  to  hold  property  under 
this  will,  and  that,  if  it  were  construed  as  applying  to  property  devised 
by  this  will,  it  would  be  unconstitutional  and  void. 

The  statute  under  which  the  petition  is  brought  has  been  considered 
in  Goddard  v.  Smithett,  3  Gray,  116,  in  Hartnett  v.  Plumbers^  Supply 
Association,  169  Mass.  229,  and  in  other  cases.  We  will  assume  in 
favor  of  the  petitioners,  without  deciding,  that  if  they  were  right  in 
their  view  of  the  questions  of  substantive  law  involved,  it  would  be 
available  to  give  them  the  remedy  which  they  seek.  We  come  directly 
to  the  effect  of  the  residuary  clause  in  the  will. 

The  attack  upon  its  validity  may  be  considered  from  two  points  of 
view:  first,  in  reference  to  the  rights  of  testators,  as  against  their 
heirSj  to  dispose  of  their  property  for  charitable  or  other  purposes ; 
secondly,  in  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  law  giving  this  kind  of 
corporations  a  right  to  hold  property  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  a 
certain  sum. 


the  power  of  a  testator  in  this  Commonwealth  to  dispose  of  his  estate 
by  a  will  is  unlimited.  There  is  nothing  in  our  law  to  restrain  one 
from  giving  free  course  to  his  charitable  inclinations,  up  to  the  last 
moment  of  his  possession  of  a  sound,  disposing  mind.  Making  chari- 
table gifts  in  this  Commonwealth  is  not  against  public  policy,  and  we 
have  no  legislation,  such  as  has  long  existed  in  England  and  in  New 
York  and  some  of  the  other  American  states,  putting  obstacles  in  the 
way  of  such  testamentary  acts.  The  only  ground  of  objection  to  this 
part  of  the  will  is  not  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  testator  or  of  his 
heirs,  but  on  account  of  the  provision  of  the  statute  regulating  the 
rights  of  corporations  as  to  the  holding  of  property.  We  must,  there- 
fore, determine  the  meaning  and  effect  of  this  statute  on  which  the 
petitioners  rely. 

They  contend  that  it  is  by  implication  an  absolute  prohibition 
against  the  holding,  at  any  time,  in  any  form,  for  any  purpose,  of  a 
greater  amount  of  property  than  that  stated,  and  that  any  attempt  of 
a  corporation  to  hold  more,  or  of  any  person  to  put  more  into  the 
ownership  of  a  corporation,  is  illegal  and  absolutely  void.  The  re- 
spondent contends  that  this  implied  limitation  of  the  right  to  hold 
is  made  on  grounds  of  public  policy ;  that  it  is  a  provision  only  in 
favor  of  the  State,  which  the  State  may  enforce  or  not,  as  it  chooses ; 
that  grants  or  devises  in  excess  of  the  amounts  stated  are  not  void, 
but  only  voidable ;  that  third  persons  cannot  question  the  validity  of 
such  grants  or  devises,  but  that  they  are  legal  so  long  as  the  State 
leaves  them  undisturbed,  and  that  the  State  may  at  any  time,  by  a 
legislative  act  or  in  some  other  proper  way,  completely  waive  its 
right  of  enforcement. 
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In  interpreting  the  act  the  history  of  earlier  kindred  provisions 
may  be  helpful.  At  common  law,  corporations  were  authorized  to 
acquire  and  hold  both  real  and  personal  property  without  limit.  In 
re  McGraw's  estate,  111  N.  Y.  66,  84.  "The  creation  of  a  corporation 
gives  to  it,  amongst  other  powers,  as  incident  to  its  existence,  and 
without  any  express  grant  of  such  powers,  that  of  buying  and  sell- 
ing." Bank  v.  Poitiaux,  3  Band.  136.  "  A  corporation  has,  from  its 
nature,  a  right  to  purchase  lands,  though  the  charter  contains  no 
license  to  that  purpose."  Leazure  v.  Hillegas,  7  S.  &  E.  313.  See 
also  Page  v.  Meineberg,  40  Vt.  81 ;  Mallett  v.  Simpson,  94  N.  C.  37, 41. 

Under  the  feudal  system,  when  land  was  given  to  a  corporation, 
the  chief  lords  of  whom  the  land  was  held,  and  the  king  as  ultimate 
chief  lord,  lost  their  chances  of  escheat,  and  various  other  rights  and 
incidents  of  military  tenure.  During  the  Middle  Ages,  the  accumula- 
tion of  land  in  the  ecclesiastical  corporations  was  so  great  as  to  be 
thought  a  national  grievance.  Hence  the  English  mortmain  acts, 
which  go  back  for  their  origin  to  Magna  Charta,  St.  9  Hen.  Ill,  c.  36, 
and  which  have  continued  with  various  modifications  to  this  day. 
See  7  Edw.  I,  c,  2 ;  15  Rich.  II,  c.  5 ;  Shelford  on  Mortmain,  2,  6,  8, 
16, 25, 34, 39, 809, 812 ;  Tyssen  on  Charitable  Bequests,  2, 383.  Under 
these  acts  the  alienations  were  not  void,  so  as  to  let  in  the  grantors 
and  their  heirs ;  but  they  merely  operated  as  a  forfeiture,  which  gave 
a  right  to  the  mesne  lord  and  the  king  to  enter  after  due  inquest. 
This  right  to  enter  was  often  waived  by  a  license  in  mortmain.  See 
citations  above,  and  Tyssen  on  Charitable  Bequests,  383 ;  St.  7  &  8 
Will.  Ill,  c.  37.  In  form  these  licenses  commonly  authorized  a  hold- 
ing of  property  "  not  exceeding  "  a  certain  value.  In  later  years  this 
authority  sometimes  has  been  inserted  in  the  charter,  and  this  limited 
power  of  purchase  has,  it  is  said,  been  exceeded  by  almost  all  corpora- 
tions. Shelford  on  Mortmain,  55.  See  also  pages  10,  44,  49,  56, 891 ; 
Tyssen  on  Charitable  Bequests,  393,  394,  396. 

Another  act,  St.  9  Geo.  II,  c.  36,  which  is  usually  called  "  The  Mort- 
main Act,"  but  is  called  by  Tyssen  the  "  Georgian  Mortmain  Act,"  is 
of  a  very  different  nature.  One  of  its  purposes,  as  declared  in  the 
preamble,  is  to  avoid  "  improvident  alienations  or  dispositions  made 
by  languishing  or  dying  persons,  or  by  other  persons,  to  uses  called 
charitable  uses,  to  take  place  after  their  deaths,  to  .the  disherison  of 
their  lawful  heirs."  Considered  in  reference  to  its  purposes,  it  is  not 
properly  called  a  mortmain  act.  It  applies  only  to  gifts  for  charitable 
uses ;  and  under  it  all  such  gifts,  unless  made  as  the  statute  allows, 
are  absolutely  void. 

We  never  have  had  any  real  mortmain  acts  in  Massachusetts.  The 
nearest  approach  to  one  was  the  Prov.  St.  1754-55,  c.  12 ;  3  Prov. 
Laws  (State  ed.),  778.  This  made  deacons  a  corporation  to  take  gifts 
for  charitable  purposes,  limited  the  grants  to  such  as  would  produce  an 
income  not  exceeding  three  hundred  pounds  a  year,  and  provided  that 
they  should  be  made  by  deed,  three  months  before  death,  and  that  all 
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bequests,  devises,  or  later  grants  should  he  void.  This  statute  related 
only  to  gifts  to  deacons,  and  was  repealed  by  St.  1785,  c.  61  (February 
20, 1786),  which  reenacted  a  part  of  the  law,  but  omitted  the  provi- 
sion that  gifts  not  authorized  by  the  act  should  be  void.  Bartlet  v. 
King,  12  Mass.  537,  545.     See  R.  L.  c.  37,  §  1. 

The  significance  of  this  reference  to  English  law  and  to  our  legisla- 
tion is,  first,  that,  except  for  this  short  period,  we  have  never  had  in 
Massachusetts  any  legislation  prohibiting  charitable  gifts  to  trustees 
or  corporations,  or  providing  that  any  kind  of  conveyances,  devises, 
or  bequests  to  corporations  shall  be  void.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
policy  of  the  Commonwealth,  as  expressed  both  by  legislation  and  the 
decisions  of  its  courts,  has  been  exceedingly  liberal  to  testators  and 
public  charities.  Sanderson  v.  White,  18  Pick.  328,  333,  334 ;  Ameri- 
can Academy  v.  Harvard  College,  12  Gray,  582,  595,  596 ;  Saltonstall  v. 
Sanders,  11  Allen,  446 ;  Jackson  v.  Phillips,  14  Allen,  539,  550.  Sec- 
ondly, the  implied  limitations  upon  the  power  of  corporations  to  hold 
property,  which  appear  in  numerous  enactments,  have  been  made,  not 
in  the  interest  of  grantors  or  devisors  or  their  heirs,  but  in  the  inter- 
est of  the  State,  on  considerations  of  public  policy.  The  general  form 
of  these  limitations,  which  appears  in  the  statute  before  us,  and  with 
slight  variations  in  special  charters  (a  list  of  which,  two  hundred 
and  seventy-four  in  number,  granted  in  this  State  before  1850,  has 
been  furnished  us  through  the  industry  of  counsel)  corresponds  with 
the  form  of  licenses  granted  by  the  Crown  in  England  under  the  old 
mortmain  acts,  and  sometimes  embodied  in  charters  granted  by  Parlia- 
ment. Under  these  English  acts,  grants  or  devises  to  a  corporation 
to  hold  property  without  a  license,  or  in  excess  of  the  amount  licensed, 
were  not  void,  but  only  voidable  by  the  mesne  lord  or  the  king,  upon 
entry,  after  inquest  according  to  law.  In  view  of  the  close  relations 
between  Massachusetts  and  the  mother  country  in  early  times,  this 
justifies  an  argument,  of  considerable  strength,  that  the  implied  limi- 
tations in  our  statutes  were  intended  to  have  no  greater  force  than  the 
old  mortmain  acts  of  England,  as  distinguished  from  the  Georgian 
mortmain  act. 

We  start  with  the  inherent  right,  already  referred  to,  of  every  cor- 
poration to  take  and  hold  property  at  common  law,  by  virtue  of  the 
act  of  its  creation.  This  right  is  recognized  in  our  statutes  by  implica- 
tion, without  express  mention.  R.  L.  c.  109,  §§  4-6.  What  force  is 
to  be  given  to  the  words,  "  may  hold  real  and  personal  estate  to  an 
amount  not  exceeding  one  million  five  hundred  thousand  dollars  "  ? 
The  respondent  contends  that  their  meaning  is  as  if  words  were  added 
as  follows :  "  and  beyond  that  amount  it  shall  have  no  right  as  against 
the  Commonwealth ;  and  the  Commonwealth  may  take  proper  mea^ 
sures,  through  action  of  the  Attorney-General  or  otherwise,  to  prevent 
or  terminate  such  larger  holding."  According  to  the  argument,  a 
taking  and  holding  by  a  corporation,  above  the  prescribed  amount,  is 
under  its  inherent  right.    As  between  it  and  the  State  as  the  guardian 
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of  the  public  interest,  a  provision  as  to  amount  is  made,  which  does 
not  affect  its  right  as  to  third  persons.  As  to  the  general  legality 
of  the  holding,  except  when  the  State  chooses  to  enforce  the  law 
for  its  own  benefit,  the  condition  is  similar  to  that  resulting  from  a 
statutory  provision  which  is  merely  directory.  It  is  not  very  unlike 
the  old  law  as  to  conveyances  to  aliens.  Such  conveyances,  whether 
by  grant  or  devise,  were  good  against  every  one  but  the  State,  and 
could  be  set  aside  only  after  office  found.  Fox  v.  Southack,  12  Mass. 
143 ;  Waugh  v.  Riley,  8  Met.  290 ;  Jvdd  v.  Lawrence,  1  Gush.  531 ; 
Kershaw  v.  Kelsey,  100  Mass.  561. 

That  this  is  the  effect  of  such  limitations  in  statutes  of  this  kind 
where  the  title  of  the  corporation  is  under  a  grant,  as  distinguished 
from  a  devise,  seems  to  be  the  universal  rule.  Vidal  v.  Girard, 
2  How.  127,  191 ;  Bunyan  v.  Coster,  14  Pet.  122 ;  National  Bank  v. 
Matthews,  98  U.  S.  621;  Cowell  v.  Springs  Co.,  100  U.  S.  65,  60; 
Jones  V.  Guaranty  &  Indemnity  Co.,  101  U.  S.  622 ;  National  Bank  v. 
Whitney,  103  U.  S.  99;  Fritts  v.  Palmer,  132  U.  S.  282;  Leazure  v. 
Hillegas,  7  S.  &  E.  313 ;  Chambers  v.  St.  Louis,  29  Mo.  543 ;  Bank  v. 
Foitiaux,  3  Rand.  (Va.)  136 ;  Fayette  Land  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  Nash- 
ville Bailroad,  93  Va.  274 ;  Mallett  v.  Simpson,  94  N.  G.  37 ;  Gilbert  v. 
Hole,  2  So.  Dak.  164 ;  Barrow  v.  Nashville  &  Charlotte  Turnpike  Co., 
9  Humph.  304 ;  Hough  v.  Cook  County  Land  Co.,  73  111.  23 ;  Alexan^ 
der  V.  Tolleston  Club,  110  111.  65 ;  Barnes  v.  Suddard,  117  111.  237 ; 
Hamsher  v.  Hamsher,  132  111.  273 ;  Baker  v.  Neff,  73  Ind.  68,  70. 
This  is  a  fair  deduction  from  the  decisions  in  this  Gommonwealth. 
Heard  v.  Talbot,  7  Gray,  113 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Wilder,  127  Mass.  1, 
6 ;  Davis  v.  Old  Colony  Railroad,  131  Mass.  258,  273 ;  West  Spring- 
field. V.  West  Springfield  Aqueduct  Co.,  167  Mass.  128 ;  Slater  Woollen 
Co.  V.  Lamb,  143  Mass.  420 ;  Prescott  National  Bank  v.  Butler,  157 
Mass.  548 ;  Nantasket  Beach  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Shea,  182  Mass.  147 ; 
National  Pemberton  Bank  v.  Porter,  125  Mass.  333 ;  Atlas  National 
Bank  v.  Savery,  127  Mass.  75 ;  Bowditch  v.  New  England  Ins.  Co., 
141  Mass.  292 ;  Chaffee  v.  Middlesex  Railroad,  146  Mass.  224. 

The  counsel  for  one  of  the  petitioners  says  in  his  brief,  "  It  is  fully 
conceded  at  the  outset  that  where  a  corporation  takes  and  holds  pro- 
perty by  conveyance,  or  by  executed  gift  inter  vivos,  contrary  to  its 
charter  rights,  no  one  but  the  State  can  complain.  This  is  settled  by 
a  practically  unbroken  line  of  decisions  in  all  the  states,"  etc. 

But  if  the  statute  were  a  prohibition  that  renders  the  holding  utterly 
void,  and  the  taking  also  void,  as  is  argued  in  the  opinion  in  In  re 
McGraw's  estate.  111  IST.  Y.  66,  anybody  interested  could  take  advan- 
tage of  the  violation  of  law,  unless  he  was  precluded  by  estoppel. 
Most  of  the  cases  which  we  have  cited  do  not  put  their  decision  on 
the  ground  of  estoppel.  Often  the  question  might  arise  when  there 
was  no  estoppel:  The  ground  on  which  most  of  the  cases  go  is  that 
the  implication  is  not  an  absolute  prohibition,  but  only  a  condition 
affecting  the  rights  of  the  corporation  as  between  it  and  the  State.    If 


HDBBAED  V.   WOECESTKE  ART  MUSEUM.  365 

the  holding  were  an  illegality  which  was  utterly  void,  the  condition 
would  be  the  same  whether  the  taking  was  by  grant  or  devise,  and  a 
variety  of  unfortunate  consequences  might  follow.  The  property 
might  greatly  increase  in  value  after  its  acquisition,  as  was  the  case 
in  Evangelical  Baptist  Society  v.  Boston,  192  Mass.  412.  In  that  ease, 
although  the  property  of  the  corporation  largely  exceeded  in  value  the 
amount  authorized  by  the  statute,  there  was  no  intimation  that  the 
holding  was  illegal,  so  long  as  the  State  did  not  interfere.  See  also 
Humbert  v.  Trinity  Church,  24  Wend.  587,  605.  As  to  all  interests 
of  private  persons,  in  the  absence  of  interference  by  the  State,  the 
cases  generally  treat  titles  to  property  held  by  corporations  in  excess 
of  the  specially  authorized  amounts  as  good.  They  allow  the  corpora- 
tions to  give  good  titles  to  purchasers  of  such  property. 

Some  judges,  in  holding  that  such  titles  cannot  be  taken  under 
wills,  endeavor  to  found  a  distinction  upon  the  executed  character  of 
a  title  by  grant,  and  suggest  that  a  devise  or  bequest  is  executory. 
It  seems  to  us  that  there  is  no  good  reason  for  the  distinction.  When 
a  will  is  proved  and  allowed,  it  takes  effect  immediately  to  pass  all 
property  affected  by  it.  The  provision  in  the  law  against  large  hold- 
ings by  corporations  has  no  relation  to  the  probate  of  the  will.  The 
act  of  the  testator  in  executing  the  will  is  confirmed  and  given  effect 
as  a  complete  and  executed  disposition  of  the  property,  by  the  allow- 
ance of  the  will.  In  this  respect  a  recorded  will  does  not  materially 
differ  from  a  delivered  deed.  The  heirs  at  law  are  bound  by  one  as 
well  as  by  the  other. 

The  decisions  upon  the  precise  point  at  issue  are  conflicting.  In 
Jones  V.  Habersham,  107  U.  S.  174,  a  case  similar  to  that  now  before 
us,  it  was  held  by  the  court,  in  an  opinion  by  Mr,  Justice  Gray,  that 
"  restrictions  imposed  by  the  charter  of  a  corporation  upon  the  amount 
of  property  that  it  may  hold,  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  collaterally 
by  private  persons."  In  the  same  case  in  the  Circuit  Court  the  ques- 
tion had  been  considered  previously,  and  the  same  result  was  reached, 
in  an  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  which  is  found  in  3  Woods,  443,  475.  The  same  rule 
is  established  in  Maryland.  Hanson  v.  Little  Sisters  of  the  Poor,  79 
Md.  434;  In  re  Stichney's  will,  85  Md.  79, 104.  DeCamp  v.  Dobbins, 
2  Stew.  (N.  J.)  36,  40,  was  decided  by  the  Chancellor  on  this  ground. 
The  decree  was  affirmed  on  another  ground  in  the  Court  of  Errors 
and  Appeals,  4  Stew.  (N.  J.)  671,  690,  in  an  opinion  by  Beasley,  C.  J., 
which  contains  a  dictum  disapproving  of  the  view  of  the  Chancellor. 
In  Farrington  v.  Putnam,  90  Maine,  405,  the  court,  in  a  Very  elabo- 
rate opinion,  in  a  case  identical  in  its  leading  features  with  that  now 
before  us,  held  that  the  gift  was  good.  The  same  doctrine  is  stated 
in  Brigham  v.  Peter  Bent  Brigham  Hospital,  126  Fed.  Eep.  796,  801 ; 
s.  c,  134  Fed.  Eep.  513,  527.  It  is  also  stated  in  text  books.  Beach, 
Corp.  (Purdy's  ed.)  §  825;  Thompson,  Corp.  §§  5795,  5797. 

The  leading  case  which  presents  the  opposite  view  is  In  re  McGraw's 
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estate,  111  N.  Y.  66.  Although  the  decision  necessarily  puts  a  con- 
struction upon  a  statute  of  that  State,  this  construction  seems  to  be 
materially  affected  by  the  policy  of  New  York  in  reference  to  chari- 
ties. Said  Judge  Peckham,  who  delivered  the  opinion,  "We  have  a 
decided  mortmain  policy.  It  is  found  in  our  statute  in  relation  to 
wills,  prohibiting  a  devise  to  a  corporation  unless  specially  permitted 
by  its  charter  or  by  some  statute  to  take  property  by  devise."  In 
Chamberlain  v.  Chamberlain,  43  N".  Y,  424,  the  court  refers  to  the 
prohibition  of  devises,  and  to  the  N.  Y.  St.  1860,  c.  360,  still  in  force, 
which  makes  void  all  bequests  or  devises  to  charity  in  excess  of  one 
half  the  testator's  property,  where  he  leaves  relatives.  Other  statutes 
have  been  passed,  limiting  the  amount  that  can  be  devised  to  certain 
corporations  by  one  testator,  forbidding  a  devise  or  bequest  to  chari- 
ties, by  a  person  leaving  relatives,  of  more  than  one  fourth  of  his  es- 
tate, and  making  void  such  gifts  where  the  will  was  executed  within 
two  months  before  the  death  of  the  testator.  Gen.  Laws  of  N.  Y. 
1901  (Heyd.  ed.),  4885,  4891,  4892.  The  policy  of  that  State  in  re- 
gard to  charities  has  been  very  unfavorable.  See  Allen  v.  Stevens, 
161  N.  Y.  122, 139, 140 ;  People  v.  Powers,  147  N.  Y.  104 ;  Fosdick  v. 
Hempstead,  125  N.  Y.  681. 

The  doctrine  of  the  New  York  court  is  stated  as  the  law  in  David- 
son College  v.  Chambers,  3  Jones  Eq.  253,  and  adopted  in  Wood  v. 
Hammond,  16  E.  1. 98, 115,  and  House  of  Mercy  v.  Davidson,  90  Tex.  529. 
In  the  case  in  North  Carolina  the  decision  was  by  two  of  the  three 
judges  of  the  court,  the  Chief  Justice  giving  an  able  dissenting  opin- 
ion. The  courts  in  Kentucky  and  Tennessee  have  expressed  approval 
of  the  McGraw  case  in  New  York,  but  in  terms  that  do  not  leave  the 
grounds  of  their- decisions  entirely  clear.  Cromie  "v.  Louisville  Or- 
phans' Home  Society,  3  Bush,  365, 383 ;  Heiskell  v.  Chickasaw  Lodge, 
87  Tenn.  668,  686.  In  reference  to  supposed  errors  in  the  opinion  in 
the  last  case,  see  Pritchard  on  Wills,  §  153,  note,  and  Farrington  v. 
Putnam,  90  Maine,  405,  433. 

In  the  construction  of  our  statute,  when  the  question  arises  whether 
a  different  rule  shall  be  established  in  regard  to  the  taking  and  hold- 
ing by  a  corporation  under  a  will  from  that  which  is  universally  laid 
down  in  regard  to  a  holding  under  a  deed,  we  are  much  influenced  by 
the  policy  of  our  law  as  to  devises  and  bequests  for  charitable  purposes. 
We  are  of  opinion  that,  under  the  R.  L.  c.  125,  §  8,  a  gift  to  a  corpora- 
tion under  a  will,  to  an  amount  in  excess  of  the  sum  specially  author- 
ized, should  be  held  no  less  valid  than  a  similar  acquisition  of  title 
under  a  deed.  It  is  good  as  against  every  one  but  the  Commonwealth. 
It  follows  that  the  St.  1906,  c.  312,  operated  as  a  waiver  of  the  Com- 
monwealth's right  to  terminate  the  holding,  and  a  legislative  declarar 
tion  of  the  entire  validity  of  the  provision  in  the  will. 

If  we  are  wrong  in  this  conclusion,  the  petition  must  be  dismissed 
on  an  independent  ground.  The  gift  was  to  a  public  charity.  The 
purposes  of  the  Worcester  Art  Museum,  as  set  forth  in  the  agreement 
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for  its  organization  from  which  we  have  quoted,  show  the  charitable 
uses  to  which  all  property  held  by  it  must  be  put.  It  is  all  held  "  solely 
in  trust,  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  people  of  the  city  of  Worcester." 
We  have  no  doubt  that  the  property  was  given  under  the  testator's 
will  with  a  general^  charitable  intent,  with  which  the  Worcester  Art 
Museum,  as  a  corporation,  had  no  other  connection  than  as  an  instru- 
ment to  carry  out  the  general  purpose  of  the  testator.  In  other  words, 
the  gift  was  not  to  the  Worcester  Art  Museum  as  a  corporation,  apart 
from  the  charitable  work  in  which  it  was  engaged,  nor  on  account  of 
anything  essential  or  peculiar  in  its  performance  of  the  charitable 
work  described  in  its  instrument  of  organization.  The  general  chari- 
table purpose  was  predominant  in  the  mind  of  the  testator,  and  not  a 
desire  to  give  to  a  particular  corporation.  The  charitable  purpose 
may  be  implied  in  the  name  or  object  of  the  devisee.  Winslow  v. 
Cummings,  3  Cush.  358 ;  Bliss  v.  American  Bible  Society,  2  Allen, 
334 ;  Incorporated  Society  v.  Richards,  1  Dr.  &  War.  268,  331.  The 
object  of  the  devisee,  as  a  legally  established  public  charity,  was  well 
known  to  the  testator.  To  state  the  same  proposition  in  other  lan- 
guage, an  implication  to  create  a  public  charity  may  arise  "  from  the 
character  of  the  body  to  which  the  gift  is  made,  or  from  publicly 
avowed  purposes  of  its  organization  and  action."  Old  South  Society 
V.  Crocker,  119  Mass.  1,  24 ;'  Stratton  v.  Physio-Medical  College,  149 
Mass.  505,  508.  In  such  a  case,  if  for  any  reason  the  donee  named  is 
incapable  of  executing  the  trust,  the  court  will  not  allow  the  gift  to 
fail  for  want  of  a  donee  Fellows  v.  Miner,  119  Mass.  541 ;  Godman 
V.  Brigham,  187  Mass.  309 ;  Osgood  v.  Rogers,  186  Mass  238 ;  Bliss 
V.  American  Bible  Society,  2  Allen,  334 ;  Sherman  v.  Congregational 
Home  Missionary  Society,  176  Mass.  349 ;  Winslow  v.  Cummings,  3 
Cush.  358 ;  Attorney- General  v.  Stephens,  3  Myl.  &  K.  347 ;  Hayter  v. 
Trego,  5  Euss.  113  ;  Loscombe  v.  Wintringham,  13  Beav.  87 ;  Swasey  v. 
American  Bible  Society,  67  Maine,  523 ;  Almy  v  Jones,  17  E.  I.  265. 

If  the  corporation,  at  the  time  of  the  probate  of  the  will,  was  inear 
pable  of  taking  the  property  and  carrying  out  the  general  charitable 
intent  of  the  testator,  the  court,  applying  the  doctrine  of  cy  pres, 
would  appoint  a  trustee  to  act  in  its  place.  Inasmuch  as  the  Legisla- 
ture, by  the  St.  1906,  c.  312,  has  removed  the  only  ground  of  its  dis- 
ability, a  direction  to  turn  over  the  property  to  the  corporation  would 
accomplish  perfectly  the  purpose  of  the  testator.  Baker  v  Clarke 
Institution  for  Deaf  Mutes,  110  Mass.  88. 

In  no  view  of  the  case  have  the  petitioners  any  private  right  or  in- 
terest which  has  been  injured  by  the  respondent,  such  as  brings  them 
within  the  provisions  of  K.  L.  c.  192,  §  6. 

Petition  dismissed. 
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1866.    16  Ohio  St.  599. 

Day,  J.  There  is  no  controvei'sy  but  that  the  defeudants,  while 
doing  business  under  the  name  of  the  Citizens'  Bank  of  Steubenville, 
by  their  agents,  received  of  the  plaintiff  the  amount  of  money  sued 
for,  and  promised  to  pay  him  the  same,  as  stipulated  in  the  instrument 
mentioned  in  the  petition.  These  facts,  as  well  as  the  averment  in  the 
petition  that  they  refused,  on  demand,  to  pay  the  plaintiff  such  money 
due  him,  the  defendants  do  not  deny  in  their  answers ;  but  they  sev- 
erally deny  that  they  are  jointly  or  individually  indebted  to  the  plain- 
tiff therefor. 

They  claim  that  the  transaction  was  wholly  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  Citizens'  Bank  of  Steubenville  as  an  incorporated  institution ; 
and  that,  therefore,  they  are  not  responsible  therefor. 

The  question  for  our  determination,  then,  is,  whether,  upon  the 
showing  in  this  record,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  judgment  against 
any  or  all  of  the  defendants  in  their  individual  capacity. 

This  involves  the  consideration  of  at  least  one,  possibly  two  ques- 
tions :  first,  whether  the  Citizens'  Bank  of  Steubenville  was  a  corpo- 
ration with  power  to  make  the  contract  mentioned  in  the  petition ;  and, 
if  not,  secondly,  were  the  defendants  individually  liable  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  money  in  controversy.  .  .  . 

All  this  business  with  the  plaintiff,  done  in  the  name  of  the  bank, 
the  corporation  was  forbidden  to  transact,  and  therefore  had  no  power 
to  do,  or  to  authorize  its  officers  to  do.  Indeed,  it  had  no  power  to 
carry  on  the  business  in  which  its  officers  were  engaged,  or  to  engage 
in  the  business  for  which  it  was  organized.  It  was  a  corporate  body, 
it  is  true,  but  lifeless  for  all  the  purposes  of  its  creation.  It  could  be 
animated  with  banking  powers  only  by  complying  with  the  requisition 
of  section  44. 

The  contract  with  the  plaintiff,  then,  as  to  the  corporation,  the  de- 
fendants must  concede,  was  void.     Ang.  &  Ames  on  Corp.,  sec.  256. 

A  banking  business  was  carried  on  in  the  corporate  name  by  the 
defendants,  and  it  is  claimed  that,  since  they  had  neither  the  right 
nor  power  so  to  do  as  a  corporation,  but  possessed  both  as  partners, 
the  law  will  presume  that  they  carried  on  the  business  in  their  lawful 
right,  and  will  hold  them  responsible  as  partners.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  claimed  that  the  defendants  were  duly  incorporated,  and 
that,  having  acted  in  good  faith  in  that  capacity  in  their  transactions 
with  the  plaintiff,  they  are  shielded  from  private  liability.  And  this 
brings  us  to  the  inquiry,  whether  the  defendants,  or  any  of  them,  are 
liable  in  their  individual  capacity. 
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It  is  not  disputed  but  tliat  the  officers  and  agents  of  corporations 
are  protected  from  private  liability  while  acting  within  the  scope  of 
the  corporate  powers  ;  but  how  far  such  protection  is  extended  when 
they  transcend  the  corporate  authority  is  not  clearly  defined.  That 
in  such  cases  a  personal  liability  exists,  seems  to  be  recognized;  in 
many  cases,  in  this  and  other  states.  Lwwler  v.  Walker,  18  Ohio, 
157 ;  Kearney  v.  Buttles,  1  Ohio  St.  362 ;  Salem  Bank  v.  Gloucester 
Bank,  17  Mass.  29 ;  Lawler  v.  Burt,  7  Ohio  St.  353  ;  Frij  r.  Noble,  1 
Gush.  188 ;  Hood  v.  The  New  York  &  New  Haven  R.  B.  Co.,  22  Conn. 
502. 

It  is  well  settled  that  they  who  occasion  injury  to  others  by  the 
fraudulent  use  of  corporate  powers,  are  personally  liable  in  damages 
therefor.  Bartholomew  v  Bentley,  15  Ohio,  659  ;  Bartholomew  v.  Bent- 
ley,  1  Ohio  St.  37  ;  Vose  v.  Grant,  15  Mass.  519 ;  Trowbridge  v.  Scud- 
der,  11  Gush.  83. 

It  was  held,  in  the  case  of  Fry  v.  Noble  (7  Gush.'  188),  that  the 
stockholders  in  a  defectively  organized  corporation,  and  which  had 
transacted  business  under  such  organization,  do  not  thereby  become 
partners  in  such  business,  for  the  reason  that  innocent  parties  might 
thereby  become  involved  in  liabilities  to  which  they  never  gave  their 
assent,  or  which  were  not  embraced  in  their  stock  subscriptions.  But 
it  was  held  in  that  case  that  an  agent,  acting  in  the  name  of  such  un- 
organized corporation,  would  be  personally  liable  upon  a  "familiar 
principle  of  law,  that  a  person  who  acts  as  agent  without  authority, 
or  without  a  principal,  is  himself  regarded  as  a  principal,  and  has  all 
the  rights,  and  is  subject  to  all  the  liabilities,  of  a  principal." 

It  is  clear  that  the  persons  who  carried  on  banking  business  in  the 
name  of  the  Gitizens'  Bank  of  Steubenville,  had  no  authority  from  the 
corporation  of  that  name  for  so  doing.  So  far  were  they  from  having 
such  authority,  that  some  of  my  brethren  hold  that,  in  legal  effect, 
there  was  no  corporation  for  doing  a  banking  business  in  existence,  in 
this  case.  If  so,  the  persons  who  carried  on  such  business  as  agents, 
without  a  principal,  did  so  for  themselves,  and  are  personally  respon- 
sible.  Story  on  Agency,  sec.  280 ;  2  Kent's  Gom.  630,  sec.  41 ;  Aug. 
&  Ames  on  Gorp.,  sec.  303. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  defendants  acted  in  good  faith,  as  the  rec- 
ord shows,  and  doubtless  believed  themselves  to  be  protected  from 
private  liability  under  corporate  privileges,  it  is  equally  clear  that 
the  plaintiff  had  no  information  as  to  whether  they  were  doing  busi- 
ness as  a  corporation,  or  as  private  bankers.  He  seems  to  have 
trusted  them  in  the  latter  capacity.  At  all  events,  he  did  not  know 
that  they  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  requisitions  of  the  statute, 
and  that,  tlierefore,  the  certificate  he  received  for  his  money  was,  to 
say  the  least,  of  doubtful  availability  against  the  corporation. 

By  reason  of  the  mistake  or  negligence  of  the  defendants  in  not  de- 
positing stocks  with  the  auditor,  the  receiving  the  deposit  of  the  plain- 
tiff by  them  as  a  corporate  bank  was  forbidden  by  law ;  and  whether 


370  MEDILL   V.    COLLIER. 

the  law  would  afford  any  remedy  in  favor  of  the  plaintiH  against  the 
corporation,  upon  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  made  on  its  part  in 
Tiolation  of  law,  may  well  be  doubted,  both  upon  principle  and  au- 
thority. As  the  corporation  was  prohibited  from  receiving  the  deposit, 
^l  there  is  the  same  reason  for  holding  the  implied  as  well  as  the  ex- 
T~press  promise,  void.  Clearly  the  plaintiff  would  have  no  remedy 
against  the  corporation,  unless  he  could  bring  to  his  aid  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel,  where  the  transaction  is  forbidden,  as  may  be  done  where 
it  is  merely  unauthorized.  Although  the  court  do  not  deem  it  ne- 
_\  cessary  to  decide  this  point,  the  following  authorities  tend  to  show 
'y  that  the  plaintiff  is  remediless  against  the  corporation :  Ang.  & 
^  Ames  on  Corporations,  sees.  256,  265,  and  note  7 ;  22  Coiin.  502 ; 
8  Gill  &  Johns.  248;  8  Barb.  233;  36  Barb.  210;  22  K  Y.  258; 
3  Comst.  19. 

Whether  the  plaintiff  could  avail  himself  of  the  aid  of  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel  against  the  corporation  or  not,  the  defendants  are  not  in  a 
position  to  insist  on  his  right  in  that  respect,  to  exculpate  themselves 
from  any  liability  against  them,  arising  out  of  a  want  of  remedy  by 
the  plaintiff  against  the  company. 

The  plaintiff  has  elected  not  to  experiment  upon  a  doubtful  right 
against  the  company,  but  has  resorted  to  those  whom  he  trusted,  and 
who  received  his  money.  They  admit  that  they  received  his  money, 
and  that  it  remains  unpaid.  Upon  the  just  principles  of  the  common 
law  applicable  to  individuals,  they  are  personally  liable  to  pay  it,  un- 
less they  are  excused  or  protected  by  the  intervention  of  some  recog- 
nized rule  of  law.  They  interpose  the  privilege  corporators  enjoy, 
shielding  them  from  private  responsibility  for  debts  incurred  in  their 
corporate  capacity.  But  the  record  discloses  that  the  defendants  not 
only  lacked  the  power,  but  were  positively  forbidden  to  receive  the 
money  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  corporate  capacity  claimed  by  them. 
To  suffer  this  to  be  available  to  the  defendants,  would  render  that 
legal  which  is  prohibited  by  law  —  it  would  annul  the  statute ;  nay, 
it  would  be  giving  to  corporators,  who  carry  on  business  without  au- 
thority and  in  violation  of  law,  rights  equal  with  those  who  are  care- 
ful to  observe  its  wholesome  provisions.  The  well-established  prin- 
ciples of  legal  justice  must  be  "reconstructed,"  before  they  will 
suffer  such  a  defence  to  avail  against  the  payment  of  a  just  debt. 

A  plain  distinction  exists  between  acts  simply  without  authority, 
and  those  which  are  forbidden  by  law ;  the  former  may  be  without 
right ;  the  latter  can  be  done  not  only  without  right,  but  only  in  the 
commission  of  a  positive  wrong.  This  case  belongs  to  the  latter 
class.  Nor  was  this  a  single  instance.  The  record  shows  that  the 
entire  business,  carried  on  in  the  corporate  name,  was  done  in  viola- 
tion of  law.  It  is  not,  therefore,  necessary  for  us  to  determine  in 
this  case  whether  those  acting  for  a  corporation,  duly  organized  and 
authorized  to  do  business,  are  personally  liable  for  every  obligation 
incurred  in  violation  of  its  charter,  or  of  the  law  of  the  state ;  much 
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less  is  it  necessary  to  consider  whether  they  are  so  liable  when  they 
simply  transcend  the  corporate  authority. 

Without  undertaking  to  determine  how  far  the  principle  may  be 
extended,  it  is  decisive  of  this  case  to  hold  as  we  do,  that  where  the 
entire  business,  carried  on  by  persons  in  the  name  of  a  corporation,  is 
such  as  the  corporation  is  prohibited  by  law  from  doing,  they  cannot 
interpose  the  corporate  privileges  between  them  and  the  liabilities 
which  the  law  imposes  upon  individuals  in  the  transaction  of  similar 
business  without  the  use  of  the  corporate  name. 

It  by  no  means  follows  that  all  the  subscribers  to  the  stock  of  the 
corporation  are  personally  responsible  for  the  debts  contracted  in  the 
transaction  of  such  business ;  for  that  is  not  the  legal  import  of 
the  subscription  contract,  and  the  business  may  be  thus  carried  on 
without  the  knowledge  or  participation  of  all  the  stockholders.  The 
law  would  imply  that  they  alone  assumed  the  liabilities  of  such  busi- 
ness who  engaged  in  it,  or  who  authorized  or  sanctioned  it. 

Applying  this  principle  to  the  facts  as  disclosed  by  the  record  in 
this  case,  it  cannot  be  doubted  but  that  the  business,  carried  on  in  the 
name  of  the  corporation  by  some  of  the  defendants,  was  fully  under- 
stood, authorized,  and  sanctioned  by  all. 

The  transaction  with  the  plaintiff  was  but  a  part  of  an  entire  busiT 
ness,  and  must,  therefore,  have  been  as  fully  authorized  as  any  busi- 
ness done  in  the  name  of  the  bank.  It  was  carried  on  through  a 
series  of  years ;  and  during  its  progress  the  stockholders  elected 
directors  to  carry  on  this  very  business,  as  it  must  be  presumed,  since 
it  was  the  only  business  it  did,  or  attempted  to  do. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  must  be 
reversed.  But,  as  it  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  the  defendants  that 
there  are  facts  rendered  material  to  some  of  the  defendants  under  the 
conclusion  to  which  we  have  come,  not  shown  by  the  record ;  and  as 
it  is  left  doubtful  by  the  record  whether  some  of  the  defendants  were 
members  of  the  association  when  the  indebtedness  to  the  plaintiff  was 
incurred ;  and  as  it  is  desired  to  bring  in  the  representatives  of  de- 
ceased parties  and  make  them  parties  to  the  record ;  on  motion  of  the 
defendants,  the  cause  is  remanded  to  the  court  of  common  pleas  for 
further  proceedings,  trial,  and  judgment. 

Scott,  C.  J.,  and  White,  Welch,  and  Brinkebhofp,  JJ.,  con- 
curred. 
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EICHARDSON  v.  WILLIAMSON. 

1871.    L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  276. 

Declaration  on  the  common  money  counts. 
Plea :  never  indebted.    Issue  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Hannen,  J.,  at  the  London  sittings  after  Easter 
term,  1870,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  60Z., 
the  balance  of  70^.,  which  the  plaintiff  had  lent  to  The  Imperial 
Permanent  Benefit  Building  Society,  on  the  deposit  of  which  she  re- 
ceived the  following  document,  stamped  as  a  receipt,  signed  by  the 
two  defendants,  who  were  directors  of  the  society  :  — 

"  Imperial  Permanent  Benefit  Building  Society, 
"  London,  17th  June,  1867. 
"  This  is  to  certify  that  Mrs.  A.  E.  Eichardson,  of,  &c.,  has  this  day 
deposited  the  sum  of  70^,  with  the  Imperial  Permanent  Benefit  Build- 
ing Society  for  a  period  of  three  months  certain,  upon  which  interest 
at  the  rate  of  hi.  per  cent  per  annum  will  be  allowed. 

"J.W.Williamson,)    r>.      . 
"C.L.Lawson,         '\^^'^^toTS. 

"Wm.  Richardson,  Secretary. 

"Memorandum.  —  The  above  deposit  may  be  withdrawn  at  any 
time .  subsequent  to  17th  September,  1867,  upon  receipt  of  fourteen 
days'  previous  notice  of  such  intended  withdrawal." 

The  plaintiff  withdrew  20Z.  on  the  7th  of  May,  1868,  and  after 
giving  notice  to  withdraw  the  rest,  she  was  unable  to  obtain  it;  and  a 
correspondence  ensued,  in  which  the  defendants  said  there  were 
plenty  of  funds,  but  not  immediately  available.  Being  unable  to  get 
her  money,  the  plaintiff  took  legal  advice,  and  was  advised  that  she  had 
no  remedy  against  the  society,  which  was  established  under  the  Bene- 
fit Building  Societies  Act  (6  &  7  Wm.  4,  c.  42),  and  the  rules  of  the 
society  containing  no  power  to  borrow  money ;  she  accordingly  broiight 
the  present  action,  seeking  to  make  the  defendants  personally  liable. 

On  these  facts  a  verdict  was  taken  by  consent  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
amount  claimed,  with  interest,  with  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants  ;  the  court  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  inferences  of  fact, 
and  to  amend  the  declaration  in  any  way  they  might  think  proper. 

A  rule  was  accordingly  obtained  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ants, on  the  ground  that  the  defendants  were  not  personally  liable  to 
repay  the  sum  sued  for,  or  to  be  sued  in  this  form  of  action. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  The  defendants  as  directors  appear  to  have  pro- 
ceeded to  borrow  money  on  behalf  of  the  society  without  ascertaining 
whether  they  had  power  to  do  so,  and  they  apply  to  the  public  to 
advance  money  on  the  faith  of  the  solvency  and  liability  of  the 
society.  It  turns  out  that  they  had  no  authority  to  do  this,  the 
society  having  no  power  to  borrow  money.    It  cannot  be  supposed 
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that  the  plaintiff  on  lending  money  to  the  society  did  so  with  the  — T 
knowledge  that  the  society  was  not  authorized  to  borrow ;  and  it  was 
not  till  she  wanted  her  money  back  that  she  ascertained  the  real 
position  of  affairs,  and  is  met  by  the  defence  that  the  society  is  not 
liable.  Fortunately,  there  is  a  mode  by  which  persons  acting  as  the 
defendants  have  done  can  he  reached,  and  the  loss  thrown  on  the 
right  parties.  By  the  law  of  England,  persons  who  induce  others  to 
act  on  the  supposition  that  they  have  authority  to  enter  into  g,  bind- 
ing_contract  on  behalf  of  third  persons,  on  it  turning  out  that  they 
have  no  such  authority,  may  be  sued  for  damages  for  the  breach  of 
an  implied  warranty  of  authority.  This  was  decided  in  Collen  v. 
Wright,^  and  other  cases;  and  the  necessary  amendment  may  be 
made  in  the  case.  Then  I  think  upon  the  facts  the  inference  is,  that 
the  defendants  do  represent  upon  this  instrument  that  they  are 
authorized  on  behalf  of  the  society  to  borrow  money,  and  that  the 
society  will  be  liable  on  this  contract  of  loan.  It  is  quite  true,  as 
the  defendants'  counsel  contended,  that  the  plaintiff  intended  to  deal 
with  the  society ;  and  the  ground  of  the  amended  cause  of  action  is 
that  the  defendants  induced  her  to  deal  with  the  society  by  represent- 
ing they  had  authority  when  they  had  not. 

Blackburn,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears  that  the 
plaintiff  on  advancing  her  money  received  a  certificate,  signed  by  two 
directors,  that  she  had  deposited  the  money  with  the  society  for  three 
months,  and  that  after  that  it  would  be  repaid  with  interest  after 
fourteen  days'  notice.  I  think  it  clear  that  the  defendants,  the  two 
directors  who  signed  this  certificate,  did  by  that  represent  that  they 
had  authority  to  borrow  the  money  on  behalf  of  the  society,  and  that 
the  society  would  be  bound  to  repay  it  on  proper  demand.  As  they 
had  no  such  authority,  it  follows,  on  the  principle  of  the  decision  in 
Collen  V.  Wright,^  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
defendants  the  damages  she  has  suffered  from  not  being  able  to  sue 
the  society,  on  showing  that  the  defendants  professed  to  be  able  to 
bind  the  society.  But  as  the  declaration  only  contains  the  common 
money  counts,  it  will  be  necessary  that  an  amendment  should  be 
made.  Had  the  society  been  insolvent  the  damages  would  have  been 
possibly  nil.  The  correspondence  shows  that  the  society  has  ample 
funds,  and,  therefore,  the  damages  will  be  the  same  as  what  she 
would,  have  recovered  from  the  society  had  it  been  liable,  that  is,  the 
amount  of  her  loan  and  interest. 

Mellob,  J.,  concurred. 

Hannen,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Assuming  the  amend- 
ment to  have  been  made,  the  cause  of  action  would  have  been  proved 
by  showing  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  induced  to  alter  her  position 
and  part  with  her  money  by  the  defendants,  in  effect,  representing 
that  they  had  authority  on  behalf  of  the  society  to  give  her  a  binding 
certificate  of  indebtedness.  Rule  discharged. 

1  7  E.  &  B.  301;  26  L.  J.  (Q.  B.)  147;  8  E.  &  B.  647;  27  L.  J.  (Q.  B.)  215. 
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BOOK  III. 

SOME  RIGHTS  AND  LIABILITIES  OE  HUMAN  BEINGS 

ARISING   OUT   OF   THEIR   RELATIONS 

TO  CORPORATIONS. 


CHAPTEE  I. 

PROMOTERS. 
(a)  Subscriptions  to  Stock  of  a  Corporation  to  be  formed. 


ATHOL  MUSIC  HALL  CO.  v.   CAREY. 

1875.    116  Massachusetts,  471. 

Contract  on  the  fcllowmg  agreement :  — 

£^e,  the  undersigned,  severally  promise  and  agree  to  and  with 
each  other  that  we  will  associate  ourselves  into  a  corporation,  the 
name  whereof  shall  be  determined  by  the  members  thereof,  and  pay 
to  the  treasurer  of  said  corporation  the  amount  of  the  several  shares 
set  against  our  respective  names^for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  the 
homestead  of  Washington  H.  Amsden,  in  Athol,  on  Main  Street,  and 
erepting  a  public  hall  thereon.  The  amount  of  the  capital  stock  of 
said  corporation  to  be  not  less  than  twenty  thousand  dollars. 

Names.  No.  of  shares.  Amount. 

John  Carey,  One,  $100." 

The  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendant  entered  into  and  signed 
the  above  contract  (a  copy  whereof  was  annexed),  and  thereby  agreed, 
in  consideration  of  other  parties  signing  similar  agreements,  to  pay  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  Athol  Music  Hall  Company  the  sum  of  f  100,  for 
one  share  in  the  capital  stock  of  said  corporation  when  it  should  be 
organized.  It  then  alleged  the  organization,  the  purchase  of  the 
homestead  of  Amsden,  the  building  of  a  public  hall  thereon,  a  demand 
for  the  $100,  readiness  to  deliver  the  stock,  and  the  refusal  of  the 
defendant  to  pay. 

At  the  trial  in  the  Central  District  Court  of  Worcester,  the  defend- 
ant asked  the  judge  to  rule  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained 
on  the  pleadings.     This  request  was  refused. 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  in  December,  1870,  the 
defendant  signed  the  agreement  declared  upon ;  that  the  act  of  incor- 


ATHOL    MUSIC    HALL   CO.    V.    CAREY.  oi5 

poration  was  passed  on  March  3,  1871 ;  that  the  corporation  was  duly 
organized  on  March  18,  1871,  and  that  the  name  of  the  defendant  was 
entered  on  the  books  of  the  corporation  as  a  stockholder  and  notices 
were  issued  and  directed  to  him  of  all  the  meetings. 

The  defendant  then  asked  the  judge  to  instruct  the  jury  that  if 
they  were  satisfied  upon  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  never 
attended  any  meeting  of  the  corporation  at  the  time  of  its  organiza- 
tion, or  after  its  organization,  the  action  could  not  be  maintained, 
although  the  corporation  still  retained  his  name  upon  its  books,  and 
sent  him  notices  of  the  meetings ;  that  it  was  not  enough  for  the 
plaintiff  to  show  that  it  retained  Carey's  name  upon  its  books,  and 
otherwise  considered  him  as  entitled  to  a  share  in  the  capital  stock, 
unless  they  are  also  satisfied  that  Carey  did  some  act  after  its  organi- 
zation in  ratification  of  his  agreement. 

The  judge  refused  to  give  these  instructions,  but  instructed  the 
jury  that  if  the  plaintiff  entered  the  defendant's  name  on  the  books 
of  the  corporation,  as  a  stockholder,  issued  and  directed  notices  to 
him  of  all  its  meetings,  and  gave  him  the  same  opportunities  to  attend 
the  meetings  and  participate  in  the  proceedings  thereof  as  were  given 
to  other  stockholders,  they  were  authorized  to  find  that  the  defendant's 
offer  was  accepted,  and  that  he  was  received  as  a  member  of  the  cor- 
pbration.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  alleged 
exceptions. 

H.  L.  Parker,  for  the  defendant. 

W.  W.  Bice  &  F.  T.  Blaekmer,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Wells,  J.  In  agreements  of  this  nature,  entered  into  before  the 
organization  is  formed,  or  the  agent  constituted  to  receive  the  amounts  0     . 

subscribed,  the  difficulty  is  to  ascertain  the  promisee,  in  whose  name  f^*  '^ 

alone  suit  can  be  brought.  IJhe  promise  of  each  subscriber,  "to  and 
with  each  other,"  is  not  a  contract  capable  of  being  enforced,  or  intended 
to  operate  literally  as  a  contract  to  be  enforced  between  each  sub- 
scriber and  each  other  who  may  have  signed  previously,  or  who  should 
sign  afterwards,  nor  between  each  subscriber  and  all  the  others  collec- 
tively as  individuajs73^nie  undertaking  is  inchoate  and  incomplete  as 
a  contract  until  the  contemplated  organization  is  effected,  or  the  mutual 
agent  constituted  to  represent  the  association  of  individual  rights  in 
accepting  and  acting  upon  the  propositions  offered  by  the  several 
subscriptions.  "When  thus  accepted,  the  promise  may  be  construed 
to  have  legal  effect  according  to  its  purpose  and  intent,  and  the  prac- 
tical necessity  of  the  case ;  to  wit,  as  a  contract  with  the  common 
representative  of  the  several  associateij 

In  Thompson  v.  Page,  1  Met.  565,  and  Ives  v.  Sterling,  6  Met.  310, 
individuals  subsequently  selected  by  voluntary  associations  to  receive 
and  expend  subscriptions,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment of  association,  were  allowed  to  maintain  actions  against  indi- 
vidual subscribers  for  the  amount  of  their  several  subscriptions.  Being 
thus  constituted  the  payees,  they  were  construed  to  have  become  also 
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the  promisees  under  the  written  agreement.  The  same  principle 
applies  where  the  agreement  contemplates  the  organization  of  a  cor- 
poration, and  refers  the  payment  of  the  subscriptions  to  the  proper 
officers  of  such  corporation.  See  People's  F&rry  Co.  v.  Balch,  8  Gray, 
303,  311. 

In  this  agreement  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation  to  be  established 
is  expressly  made  payee.  The  corporation  is  the  aggregate  of  ihe 
several  individuals  entering  into  the  agreement,  one  of  whose  terms 
was  that  they  should  thus  associate  and  confer  their  individual  rights 
upon  the  corporation.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  corporation,  and  the 
corporation  alone,  is  the  proper  party  to  bring  an  action  upon  such  an 
agreement. 

The  corresponding  agreements  of  the  other  subscribers,  the  organi- 
zation of  the  corporation,  and  the  allotment  to  the  defendant  of  the 
shares  for  which  he  subscribed,  furnish  sufficient  consideration  for  his 
promise  to  take  and  pay  for  those  shares.  Although  his  promise  was 
originally  voluntary,  or  in  the  nature  of  a  mere  open  proposition,  yet 
having  been  accepted  and  acted  on  by  the  party  authorized  so  to  do, 
before  he  attempted  to  retract  it,  he  has  lost  the  right  to  revoke. 
His  proposition  has  become  an  accepted  mutual  contract,  and  is  bind- 
ing upon  him  as  well  as  upon  the  corporation.  The  votes  of  the  cor- 
poration indicate  sufficient  authority  for  the  institution  of  this  suit  in 
the  corporate  name  and  behalf. 

These  considerations  dispose  of  all  the  objections,  taken  in  various 
forms,  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action. 

Exceptions  overruled. 
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BEYANT'S  POND  STEAM-MILL  CO.  v.  FELT. 

1895.    87  Maine,  234.1 

Walton,  J.  The  only  question  we  find  it  necessary  to  consider  is 
■whether  a  subscriber  to  the  capital  stock  of  an  unorganized  corpora- 
tion has  a  right  to  withdraw  from  the  enterprise,  provided  he  exer- 
cises the  right  before  the  corporation  is  organized  and  his  subscrip- 
tion is  accepted.  We  think  he  has.  Such  a  subscription  is  not  a 
completed  contract.  It  takes  two  parties  to  make  a  contract.  A  non- 
existing  corporation  can  no  more  make  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  its 
stock  than  an  unbegotten  child  can  make  a  contract  for  the  purchase 
of  it. 

The  right  of  subscribers  to  the  capital  stock  of  a  proposed  corpora- 
tion to  withdraw  their  subscriptions  at  any  time  before  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  corporation  is  completed  has  been  aflB.rmed  in  several 
recent  and  well  considered  opinions.  The  right  rests  upon  the  im- 
pregnable ground  of  the  legal  impossibility  of  completing  a  contract 
between  two  parties  only  one  of  which  is  in  existence.  There  can  be 
no  meeting  of  the  minds  of  the  parties.  There  can  be  no  acceptance 
of  the  subscriber's  proposition  to  become  a  stockholder.  There  can 
be  no  mutuality  of  rights  or  obligations.  There  can  be  no  considera- 
tion for  the  subscriber's  promise.  As  said  in  one  of  our  own  deci- 
sions, it  is  a  mere  nudum  pactum,  —  a  promise  without  a  promisee,  —  a 
contractor  without  a  contractee.  In  fact,  every  element  of  a  binding 
contract  is  wanting.  If  the  subscriber's  promise  to  take  and  pay  for 
shares  remains  unrevoked  till  the  organization  of  the  proposed  cor- 
poration is  effected,  and  his  promise  has  been  accepted,  then  we  have 
all  the  elements  of  a  valid  contract.  Competent  parties.  Mutuality 
of  duties  and  obligations.  A  valid  consideration,  the  promise  of  one 
party  being  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  promise  of  the  other. 
A  promise  as  well  as  a  promisor.  A  contractee  as  well  as  a  con- 
tractor. In  fact,  all  the  elements  of  a  valid  contract  are  present,  and 
the  subscription  has  become  binding  upon  both  of  the  parties.  But, 
till  the  corporation  has  come  into  existence,  all  these  elements  are 
necessarily  wanting,  and  the  subscriber's  promise  amounts  to  no  more 
than  an  offer,  which,  like  all  mere  offers,  may  be  withdrawn  at  any 
time  before  acceptance.  When  accepted,  it  becomes  binding.  Till 
accepted,  it  remains  revocable.  This  conclusion  is  sustained  by  rea- 
son and  authority. 

In  Hudson  Eeal  Estate  Co.  v.   Tower,  156  Mass.  82  (1892),  the 
action  was  founded  on  a  subscription  to  the  capital  stock  of  an  un- 
organized corporation,  and  the  defense  was  based  on  an  alleged  with- 
drawal of  the  subscription.    The  right  to  withdraw  was  controverted 
1  Statement  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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The  court  held  that  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  signed  the  sub- 
scription paper  declared  on,  it  was  not  a  contract,  for  want  of  a  con- 
tracting party  on  the  other  side ;  that  while  such  a  subscription  may 
become  a  contract  after  the  corporation  has  been  organized,  still,  until 
the  organization  is  effected,  and  the  subscription  is  accepted,  it  is  a 
mere  proposition  or  offer,  which  may  be  withdrawn,  like  any  other 
unaccepted  proposition  or  offer. 

It  is  urged  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  corporation  that  such 
subscriptions  create  binding  and  enforceable  contracts  between  the 
subscribers  themselves,  and  are  therefore  irrevocable,  except  with  the 
consent  of  all  the  subscribers  ;  and  some  of  the  authorities  cited  by 
him  seem  to  sustain  that  view.  But  we  find,  on  examination,  that 
such  views,  when  expressed,  are  in  most  cases  mere  dicta,  and  that 
the  cases  are  very  few  in  which  such  a  doctrine  has  been  acted  upon. 
Reason  and  the  weight  of  authority  are  opposed  to  such  a  view.  Of 
course,  subscription  papers  may  be  so  worded  as  to  create  binding 
contracts  between  the  subscribers  themselves.  But  we  are  not  now 
speaking  of  such  subscriptions ;  or  of  voluntary  and  gratuitous  sub- 
scriptions to  public  or  charitable  objects,  which,  when  accepted  and 
acted  upon,  become  binding.  We  are  now  speaking  only  of  subscrip- 
tions to  the  capital  stock  of  proposed  business  corporations.  With 
regard  to  such  subscriptions,  we  regard  it  as  settled  law  that  they  do 
not  become  binding  upon  the  subscribers  till  the  corporations  have 
been  organized  and  the  subscriptions  accepted  ;  and  that,  till  then,  the 
subscribers  have  a  right  to  revoke  their  subscriptions.  And,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  such  subscriptions  are  often  obtained  by  over  persua- 
sion, and  upon  sudden  and  hasty  impulses,  we  are  not  prepared  to  say 
that  the  rule  of  law  which  allows  such  a  revocation  is  not  founded  in 
wisdom.    We  think  it  is. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 
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(b)  Contracts  in  Behalf  of  a  Corporation  to  he  formed.  "K  Herein  of  Underwriting 

Agreements. 

PENNELL  V.  LOTHEOP. 

1907.    191  Maisachusetts,  357,  359. 

Knowlton,  C.  J.  .  .  .  Let  US  first  consider  the  contract  on  which,  the 
suit  is  founded.  It  is  a  contract  between  the  defendant  and  the  indi- 
vidual plaintiffs,  and  not  a  contract  with  any  corporation.  When  it 
was  made  the  Lothrop  Publishing  Company  was  not  in  existence,  and 
could  not  be  a  party  to  a  contract.  In  Abbott  v.  Hapgood,  150  Mass. 
248,  it  was  said  that  "  if  a  contract  is  made  in  the  name  and  for  the 
benefit  of  a  projected  corporation,  the  corporation  after  its  organiza- 
tion cannot  become  a  party  to  the  contract,  even  by  adoption  or  ratifi- 
cation of  it."  This  does  not  mean  that  after  the  organization  of  the 
corporation  it  cannot  enter  into  a  contract  such  as  previously  had 
been  prepared.  Holyoke  Envelope  Co.  v.  United  States  Envelope  Co., 
182  Mass.  171 ;  Penn  Match  Co.  v.  Hapgood,  141  Mass.  145 ;  Abbott  v. 
Hapgood,  ubi  supra.  Such  a  contract,  as  between  the  corporation  and 
any  other  party,  would  have  its  inception  when  entered  into  by  the 
corporation,  and  would  require,  to  make  it  valid,  the  existence  of  all 
such  elements  as  are  necessary  in  other  contracts. 


^ 
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1892.    48  Minnesota,  319. 

Appeal  by  defendant,  Times  Printing  Company,  from  an  order  of 
the  district  court  of  Hennepin  county.  Canty,  J.,  made  August  4, 
1891,  denying  its  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Action  brought  by  D.  A.  McArthur  to  recover  damages  sustained 
by  him  from  the  breach  of  a  contract  made  by  defendant  with  him. 
He  was  employed  by  it  for  a  year  from  October  1, 1889,  to  solicit 
advertisements  for  its  newspaper,  and  was  to  receive  $20  a  week 
during  October,  and  $30  a  week  for  the  residue  of  the  year,  and  was 
also  to  receive,  at  the  end  of  the  year,  five  shares  of  its  stock,  of 
$100  each.  He  was  discharged  April  12,  1890.  After  the  year  ex- 
pired he  brought  this  suit.  It  was  tried  May  5,  1891,  and  plaintiff 
had  a  verdict  for  $450.  Defendant  moved  for  a  new  trial.  The 
motion  was  denied,  and  it  appealed. 

Geo.  F.  Edwards,  for  appellant. 

F.  B.  Wright,  for  respondent. 

Mitchell,  J.  The  complaint  alleges  that  about  October  1, 1889, 
the  defendant  contracted  with  plaintiff  for  his  services  as  advertis- 
ing solicitor  for  one  year ;  that  in  April,  1890,  it  discharged  him,  in 
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violation  of  the  contract.  The  action  is  to  recover  damages  for  the 
breach  of  the  contract.  The  answer  sets  up  two  defenses  :  (1)  That 
plaintiff's  employment  was  not  for  any  stated  time,  but  only  from 
week  to  week;  (2)  that  he  was  discharged  for  good  cause.  Upon 
the  trial  there  was  evidence  reasonably  tending  to  prove  that  in  Sep- 
tember, 1889,  one  C.  A.  Nimocks  and  others  were  engaged  as  pro- 
moters in  procuring  the  organization  of  the  defendant  company  to 
publish  a  newspaper ;  that,  about  September  12th,  Nimocks,  as  such 
promoter,  made  a  contract  with  plaintiff,  in  behalf  of  the  contem- 
plated company,  for  his  services  as  advertising  solicitor  for  the  pe- 
riod of  one  year  from  and  after  October  1st,  —  the  date  at  which  it 
was  expected  that  the  company  would  be  organized ;  that  the  corpo- 
ration was  not,  in  fact,  organized  until  October  16th,  but  that  the 
publication  of  the  paper  was  commenced  by  the  promoters  October 
1st,  at  ■which  date  plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  his  arrangement  with 
Nimocks,  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  advertising 
solicitor  for  the  paper ;  that  after  the  organization  of  the  company  he 
continued  in  its  employment  in  the  same  capacity  until  discharged, 
the  following  April ;  that  defendant's  board  of  directors  never  took 
any  formal  action  with  reference  to  the  contract  made  in  its  behalf 
by  Nimocks,  but  all  of  the  stockholders,  directors,  and  of&cers  of 
the  corporation  knew  of  this  contract  at  the  time  of  its  organization, 
or  were  informed  of  it  soon  afterwards,  and  none  of  them  objected  to 
or  repudiated  it,  but,  on  the  contrary,  retained  plaintiff  in  the  em- 
ployment of  the  company  without  any  other  or  new  contract  as  to 
his  services. 

There  is  a  line  of  cases  which  hold  that  where  a  contract  is  made 
in  behalf  of,  and  for  the  beneiit  of,  a  projected  corporation,  the  cor- 
poration, after  its  organization,  cannot  become  a  party  to  the  con- 
J  tract,  either  by  adoption  or  ratification  of  it.  Abbott  v.  Hapgood,  150 
Mass.  248,  (22  N.  E.  Eep.  907 ;)  Beach,  Corp.  §  198.  Jlhis,  how- 
ever, seems  to  be  more  a  question  of  nan)p-  than^  substaocajjthat 
is,  whether  the  liability  of  the  corporation,  in  such  cases,  is  toBe 
placed  on  the  grounds  of  its  adoption  of  the  contract  of  its  promot- 
ers, or  upon  some  other  ground,  such  as  equitable  estoppel.  This 
court,  in  accordance  with  iwhat  we  deem  sound  reason,  as  well  as  the 
weight  of  authority,  has  held  that,  while  a  corporation  is  not  bound 
by  engagements  made  on  its  behalf  by  its  promoters  before  its  or- 
ganization, it  may,  after  its  organization,  make  such  engagements 
its  own  contracts.  And  this  it  may  do  precisely  as  it  might  make 
similar  original  contracts ;  formal  action  of  its  board  of  directors 
being  necessary  only  where  it  would  be  necessary  in  the  case  of  a 
similar  original  contract.  That  it  is  not  requisite  that  such  adoption 
or  acceptance  be  expressed,  but  it  may  be  inferred  from  acts  or  ac- 
quiescence on  part  of  the  corporation,  or  its  authorized  agents,  as 
any  similar  original  contract  might  be  shown.  Battelle  v.  North- 
western Cement  &  Concrete  Pavement  Co.,  37  Minn.  89,  (33  N.  W.  Eep. 
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327.)  See,  also,  Mor.  Corp.  §  648.  The  right  of  the  corporate  agents 
to  adopt  an  agreement  originally  made  by  promoters  depends  upon 
the  purposes  of  the  corporation  and  the  nature  of  the  agreement. 
Of  course,  the  agreement  must  be  one  which  the  corporation  itself 
could  make,  and  one  which  the  usual  agents  of  the  company  have 
express  or  implied  authority  to  make.  That  the  contract  in  this  case 
was  of  that  kind  is  very  clear ;  and  the  acts  and  acquiescence  of  the 
corporate  of&cers,  after  the  organization  of  the  company,  fully  justi- 
fied the  jury  in  finding  that  it  had  adopted  it  as  its  own. 

The  defendant,  however,  claims  that  the  contract  was  void  under 
the  statute  of  frauds,  because,  "by  its  terms,  not  to  be  performed 
within  one  year  from  the  making  thereof,"  which  counsel  assumes 
to  be  September  12th,  —  the  date  of  the  agreement  between  plaintiff 
and  the  promoter.  This  proceeds  upon  the  erroneous  theory  that 
the  act  of  the  corporation,  in  such  cases,  is  a  ratification,  which 
relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  contract  with  the  promoter,  under  the 
familiar  maxim  that  "  a  subsequent  ratification  has  a  retroactive 
effect,  and  is  equivalent  to  a  prior  command."  But  the  liability  of 
the  corporation,  under  such  circumstances,  does  not  rest  upon  any 
principle  of  the  law  of  agency,  but  upon  the  immediate  and  voluntary 
act  of  the  company.  Although  the  acts  of  a  corporation  with  refer- 
ence to  the  contracts  made  by  promoters  in  its  behalf  before  its 
organization  are  frequently  loosely  termed  "  ratification,"  yet  a  "  rati- 
fication," properly  so  called,  implies  an  existing  person,  on  whose 
behalf  the  contract  might  have  been  made  at  the  time.  There  can- 
not, in  law,  be  a  ratification  of  a  contract  which  could  not  have  been 
made  binding  on  the  ratifier  at  the  time  it  was  made,  because  the 
ratifier  was  not  then  in  existence.  In  re  Empress  Engineering  Co., 
16  Ch.  Div.  128 ;  Melhado  v.  Porto  Alegre,  N.  H.  &  B.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  E. 
9  C.  P.  505 ;  Kelner  v.  Baxter,  L.  K.  2  C.  P.  185.  What  is  called 
"  adoption,"  in  such  cases,  is,  in  legal  effect,  the  making  of  a  contract 
of  the  date  of  the  adoption,  and  not  as  of  some  former  date.  Th« 
contract  in  this  case  was,  therefore,  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 
The  trial  court  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury  all  the  issues  of  fact  in 
this  case,  accompanied  by  instructions  as  to  the  law  which  were 
exactly  in  the  line  of  the  views  we  have  expressed;  and  the  evidence 
justified  the  verdict. 

The  point  is  made  that  plaintiff  should  have  alleged  that  the  con- 
tract was  made  with  I^imocks,  and  subsequently  adopted  by  the  de-  ^^_„„,v^ 
f endant.     If  we  are  correct  in  what  we  have  said  as  to  the  legal  effect  _j^^..c;:t£i 
oi^e  adoption  by  the  corporation  of  a  contract  made  by  a  promoter    n^^ 
in  its  behalf  before  its  organization,  the  plaintiff  properly  pleaded   ^'r' 
the  contract  as  having  been  made  with  the  defendant.     But  we  do 
not  find  that  the  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  variance 
betw-een  it  and  the  complaint.     The  assignments  of  error  are  very 
numerous,  but  what  has  been  already  said  covers  all  that  are  entitled 
to  any  special  notice. 

Order  affirmed. 
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1866.    Law  Reports,  2  Common  Pleas,  174.1 

The  declaration  was  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  goods  bargained 
and  sold,  interest,  and  upon  accounts  stated. 

[Pleas  omitted.] 

At  the  trial  before  Erie,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after  last 
Trinity  Term,  the  following  facts  appeared  in  evidence:  —  The  plain- 
tiff was  a  wine  merchant,  and  the  proprietor  of  the  Assembly  Eooms 
at  Gravesend.  In  August,  1865,  it  was  proposed  that  a  company 
should  be  formed  for  establishing  a  joint-stock  hotel  company  at 
Gravesend,  to  be  called  The  Gravesend  Royal  Alexandra  Hotel  Com- 
pany, Limited,  of  which  the  following  gentlemen  were  to  be  the  direc- 
tors, viz.,  Mr.  L.  Calisher,  Mr.  T.  H.  Edmands,  Mr.  M.  Davis,  Mr. 
Macdonald,  Mr.  Hulse,  Mr.  N.  J.  Calisher  (one  of  the  defendants),  and 
the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  was  to  be  the  manager  of  the  proposed 
company,  and  Mr.  Dales  (another  of  the  defendants)  was  to  be  the 
permanent  architect.  One  part  of  the  scheme  was  that  the  company 
should  purchase  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff  for  a  sum  of  6000Z.,  of 
which  3000Z.  was  to  be  paid  in  cash,  and  2000Z.  in  paid  up  shares,  the 
stock,  &c.,  to  be  taken  at  a  valuation ;  and  this  was  carried  into  effect 
and  completed,  the  other  defendant  (Baxter)  being  the  nominal  pur- 
chaser on  behalf  of  the  company.  In  December  a  prospectus  was  set- 
tled. On  the  9th  of  January,  1866,  a  memorandum  of  association  was 
executed  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  and  others. 

Pending  the  negotiations  the  business  had  been  carried  on  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  for  that  purpose  additional  stock  had  been  purchased  by 
him ;  and  on  the  27th  of  January,  1866,  an  agreement  was  entered 
into  for  the  transfer  of  this  additional  stock  to  the  company,  in  the 
following  terms :  — 

«  January  27th,  1866. 
"■  To  John  Dacier  Baxter,  Nathan  Jacob  Calisher,  and  John  Dales,  on 
behalf  of  the  proposed  Gravesend  Royal  Alexandra  Hotel  Com- 
pany, Limited. 

"Gentlemen,  — I  hereby  propose  to  sell  the  extra  stock  now  at  the 
Assembly  Rooms,  Gravesend,  as  per  schedule  hereto,  for  the  sum  of 
900Z.,  payable  on  the  28th  of  February,  1866. 

(Signed)     "  John  Kelner." 

Then  followed  a  schedule  of  the  stock  of  wines,  &c.,  to  be  purchased, 
and  at  the  end  was  written  as  follows :  — 

1  Pleadings  and  arguments  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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"To  Mr.  John  Kelner. 

"  Sir,  —  We  have  received  your  offer  to  sell  the  extra  stock  as  above, 
and  hereby  agree  to  and  accept  the  terms  proposed. 

(Signed)     «  J.  D.  Baxter, 
«  N.  J.  Calisher, 
"J.  Dales, 
"  On  behalf  of  the  Gravesend  Eoyal  Alexandra 
Hotel  Company,  Limited." 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  the  goods  in  question  were  handed 
over  to  the  company,  and  consumed  by  them  in  the  business  of  the 
hotel ;  and  on  the  1st  of  February  a  meeting  of  the  directors  took 
place,  at  which  the  following  resolution  was  passed :  "  That  the  ar- 
rangement entered  into  by  Messrs.  Calisher,  Dales,  and  Baxter,  on 
behalf  of  the  company,  for  the  purchase  of  the  additional  stock  on  the 
premises,  as  per  list  taken  by  Mr.  Bright,  the  secretary,  and  pointed 
out  by  Mr.  Kelner,  amounting  to  900Z.,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby 
ratified."  There  was  also  a  subsequent  ratification  by  the  company, 
viz.,  on  the  11th  of  April,  but  this  was  after  the  commencement  of  the 
action. 

The  articles  of  association  of  the  company  were  duly  stamped  on  the 
13th  of  February,  and  on  the  20th  the  company  obtained  a  certificate 
of  incorporation  under  the  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89. 

The  company  having  collapsed,  the  present  action  was  brought 
against  the  defendants  upon  the  agreement  of  the  27th  of  January. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants  oral  evidence  was  tendered  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  it  never  was  intended  that  they  should  be 
personally  liable ;  but  his  Lordship  rejected  it.  It  was  then  submit- 
ted that,  inasmuch  as  the  agreement  was  not  entered  into  by  the  de- 
fendants personally,  but  only  as  agents  for  the  hotel  company,  they 
thereby  incurred  no  personal  obligation  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  him- 
self one  of  the  promoters. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  insisted  that,  there  being  no  company  in  ex- 
istence at  the  time  of  the  agreement,  the  parties  thereto  had  rendered 
themselves  personally  liable ;  and  thait  there  could  be  no  ratification 
of  the  contract  by  a  subsequently  created  company. 

A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  900Z.,  subject  to  leave  re- 
served to  the  defendants  (upon  giving  security)  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  agreement  of  the  27th  of  January  did 
not  make  them  personally  liable. 

Nov.  6, 1866.  Seymour,  Q.  C,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  and 
also  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  on  the  part  of  the 
learned  judge,  "  in  not  allowing  witnesses  to  be  called  to  contradict 
the  plaintiff  as  to  the  defendants'  personal  liability." 

J.  Brown,  Q.  C,  and  Thesiger,  shewed  cause. 

Seymour,  Q.  C,  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Eble,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 
The  action  is  for  the  price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered  :  and  the  ques- 
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tion  is  whether  the  goods  were  deliyered  to  the  defendants  under  a 
contract  of  sale.  The  alleged  contract  is,  in  writing,  and  commences 
with  a  proposal  addressed  to  the  defendants,  in  these  words  :  —  "I 
hereby  propose  to  sell  the  extra  stock  now  at  the  Assembly  Eooms, 
Gravesend,  as  per  schedule  hereto,  for  the  sum  of  900Z.,  payable  on  the 
28th  day  of  February,  1866."  Nothing  can  be  more  distinct  than  this 
as  a  vendor  proposing  to  sell.  It  is  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  is  fol- 
lowed by  a  schedule  of  the  stock  to  be  purchased.  Then  comes  the 
other  part  of  the  agreement,  signed  by  the  defendants  in  these  words, 
—  "Sir,  We  have  received  your  offer  to  sell  the  extra  stock  as  above, 
and  hereby  agree  to  and  accept  the  terms  proposed."  If  it  had  rested 
there,  no  one  could  doubt  that  there  was  a  distinct  proposal  by  the 
vendor  to  sell,  accepted  by  the  purchasers.  A  diflB.culty  has  arisen 
because  the  plaintiff  has  at  the  head  of  the  paper  addressed  it  to  the 
defendants,  "on  behalf  of  the  proposed  Gravesend  Koyal  Alexandra 
Hotel  Company,  Limited,"  and  the  defendants  have  repeated  those 
words  after  their  signatures  to  the  document ;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  this  constitutes  any  ambiguity  on  the  face  of  the  agreement, 
or  prevents  the  defendants  from  being  bound  by  it.  I  agree  that  if  the 
Gravesend  Eoyal  Alexandra  Hotel  Company  had  been  an  existing 
company  at  this  time,  the  persons  who  signed  the  agreement  would 
have  signed  as  agents  of  the  company.  But,  as  there  was  no  company 
in  existence  at  the  time,  the  agreement  would  ,be  wholly  inoperative 
unless  it  were  held  to  be  binding  on  the  defendants  personally.  The 
cases  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  argument  fully  bear  out  the  pro- 
position that,  where  a  contract  is  signed  by  one  who  professes  to  be 
signing  "  as  agent,"  but  who  has  no  principal  existing  at  the  time, 
and  the  contract  would  be  altogether  inoperative  unless  binding  upon 
the  person  who  signed  it,  he  is  bound  thereby :  and  a  stranger  can- 
not by  a  subsequent  ratification  relieve  him  from  that  responsibility. 
Wheii  the  company  came  afterwards  into  existence  it  was  a  totally 
new  creature,  having  rights  and  obligations  from  that  time,  but  no 
rights  or  obligations  by  reason  of  anything  which  might  have  been 
done  before.  It  was  once,  indeed,  thought  that  an  inchoate  liability 
"Tnight  be  incurred  on  behalf  of  a  proposed  company,  which  would  be- 
come binding  on  it  when  subsequently  formed :  but  that  notion  was 
manifestly  contrary  to  the  principles  upon  which  the  law  of  contract 
is  founded.  There  must  be  two  parties  to  a  contract ;  and  the  rights 
and  obligations  which  it  creates  cannot  be  transferred  by  one  of  them 
to  a  third  person  who  was  not  in  a  condition  to  be  bound  by  it  at  the 
time  it  was  made.  The  history  of  this  company  makes  this  construc- 
tion to  my  mind  perfectly  clear.  It  was  no  doubt  the  notion  of  all  the 
parties  that  success  was  certain :  but  the  plaintiff  parted  with  his  stock 
upon  the  faith  of  the  defendants'  engagement  that  the  price  agreed  on 
should  be  paid  on  the  day  named.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  he  for 
a  moment  contemplated  that  the  payment  was  to  be  contingent  on  the 
formation  of  the  company  by  the  28th  of  February.     The  paper 
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expresses  in  terms  a  contract  to  buy.  And  it  is  a  cardinal  rule  that  no 
ora  evidence  shall  be  admitted  to  shew  an  intention  different  from 
that  which  appears  on  the  face  of  the  writing.  I  come,  therefore,  td 
the  conclusion  that  the  defendants,  having  no  principal  who  was  bound 
originally,  or  who  could  become  so  by  a  subsequent  ratification,  were 
themselves  bound,  and  that  the  oral  evidence  offered  is  not  admissible 
to  contradict  the  written  contract. 

WiLiiES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  _Eyidence  was  clearly  inad- 
missible to  shew  that  the  parties  contempla.t.ed  thai  the  liability  on  this 
contract  should  rest  upon  the  compa.ny  and  n^t  np""  tlio  pPTgn-np  nnn- 
-tractiiig  on  behalf  of  the  proposed  company.  The  utmost  it  could 
amount  to  is,  that  both  parties  were  satisfied  at  the  time  that  all  would 
go  smoothly,  and  consequently  that  no  liability  would  ensue  to  the  de- 
fendants. The  contract  is,  in  substance,  this,  —  "  I,  the  plaintiff,  agree 
to  sell  to  you,  the  defendants,  on  behalf  of  the  Gravesend  Eoyal 
Alexandra  Hotel  Company,  my  stock  of  wines  ; "  and,  "  We,  the  de- 
fendants, have  received  your  offer,  and  agree  to  and  accept  the  terms 
proposed ;  and  you  shall  be  paid  on  the  28th  of  February  next."  Who 
is  to  pay  ?  The  company,  if  it  should  be  formed.  But,  if  the  com- 
pany should  not  be  formed,  who  is  to  pay  ?  That  is  tested  by  the  fact 
of  the  immediate  delivery  of  the  subject  of  sale.  If  payment  was  not 
made  by  the  company,. it  must,  if  by  anybody,  be  by  the  defendants. 
That  brings  one  to  consider  whether  the  company  could  be  legally 
liable.  I  apprehend  the  company  could  only  become  liable  upon  a  new 
contract.  .It  would  require  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff  to  discbarp-e  the 
^Jfifendaaias  Could  the  company  become  liable  by  a  mere  ratification  ? 
Clearly  not.  Batification  can  only  be  by  a  person  agnsttained  at  the 
time  of  the  act  done, —  by  a  person  in  existence  either  actually  or  in 
contemplation  of  law ;  as  in  the  case  of  assignees  of  bankrupts  and 
administrators,  whose  title,  for  the  protection  of  the  estate,  vests  by 
relation.  The  case  of  an  executor  requires  no  such  ratification,  inas- 
much as  he  takes  from  the  will.  It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  pur- 
sue this  further.  In  addition  to  the  cases  cited  at  the  bar,  I  would 
refer  to  Gunn  v.  London  and  Lancashire  Fire  Insurance  Company,^ 
where  this  Court,  upon  the  authority  of  Payne  v.  New  South  Wales 
Coal  and  International  Steam  Navigation  Company,^  held  that  a  con- 
tract made  between  the  projector  and  the  directors  of  a  joint-stock 
company  provisionally  registered,  but  not  in  terms  made  conditional 
on  the  completion  of  the  company,  was  not  binding  upon  the  subse- 
quent completely  registered  company,  although  ratified  and  confirmed 
by  the  deed  of  settlement :  and  Williams,  J.,  said,  that,  "  to  make  a 
contract  valid,  there  must  be  parties  existing  at  the  time  who  are 
capable  of  contracting."  That  is  an  authority  of  extreme  importance 
upon  this  point ;  and,  if  ever  there  could  be  a  ratification,  it  was  in 
that  case.  Both  upon  principle  and  upon  authority,  therefore,  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  company  never  could  be  liable  upon  this  contract :  and, 
1  12  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  694.  a  10  Ex.  283  ;  24  L.  J.  (Ex.)  117. 
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as  was  put  by  my  Lord,  construing  this  document  uf  res  magis  valeat 
quampereat,  we  must  assume  that  the  parties  contemplated  that  the 
persons  signing  it  would  be  personally  liable.  Putting  in  the  words 
"  on  behalf  of  the  Gravesend  Koyal  Alexandra  Hotel  Company,"  would 
operate  no  more  than  if  a  person  should  contract  for  a  quantity  of  corn 
"  on  behalf  of  my  horses."  As  to  the  suggestion  that  there  should 
have  been  a  special  count,  that  is  quite  a  mistake.  There  need  not  be 
a_spgcial  count  unless  there  was  a  person  existing  at  the  time  the  con- 
tract was  made  who  might  have  been  principal.  The  common  count 
perfectly  well  represents  the  character  of  the  liability  which  these  de- 
fendants incurred.  It  is  quite  out  of  the  question  to,  suppose  that 
there  was  any  mistake.  The  document  represents  the  real  transaction 
between  the  parties.  I  think  that  the  course  taken  at  the  trial  was 
perfectly  correct,  and  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

BxLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  At  first,  I  must  confess,  I 
entertained  some  doubt,  the  contract  appearing  on  the  face  of  it  to 
have  been  entered  into  by  the  defendants  on  behalf  of  the  company. 
The  true  rule,  however,  is  that  stated  by  Mr.  Thesiger,  viz.,  that  per- 
sons who  contract  as  agents  are  generally  personally  responsible  where 
there  is  no  other  person  who  is  responsible  as  principal.  Suppose  this 
company  never  came  into  existence  at  all,  could  it  be  doubted  that  these 
defendants  must  be  held  to  have  bound  themselyes  personally  ?  Then, 
was  it  contemplated  that  the  liability  was  conditional  only  until  the 
company  should  be  formed  ?  It  is  said  that  the  contract  was  ratified 
by  the  company  after  it  came  into  existence.  There  could,  however,  be 
no  ratification.  Omnis  ratihabitio  retrotrahitur,  et  mandato  priori  cequi- 
paratur :  but  the  ratification  must  be  by  an  existing  person,  on  whose 
behalf  the  contract  might  have  been  made  at  the  time.  That  could 
not  be  so  here :  a  subsequent  ratification  by  the  company  could  only 
be  with  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff ;  and  then  it  would  be  a  new  con- 
tract. Mr.  Seymour  contended  that  the  contract  might  amount  to  a 
personal  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  the  company 
shall  pay.  That  would  make  them  equally  liable.  Any  objection  on 
the  score  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  would  be  cured  by  the  Mercantile 
Law  Amendment  Act,  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  97.  In  no  way,  therefore,  in 
which  it  can  be  put,  could  the  company  become  responsible. 

[The  concurring  opinion  of  KeatinGj  J.,  is  omitted.] 

Bule  discharged. 
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1896.    172  Pennsyhnnia,  185. 

Opinion  by  Mk.  Justice  Williams  :  — 

This  case  depends  upon  tbe  inferences  to  be  drawn  from  the  evi- 
dence subniitted  to  the  orphans'  court.  The  auditing  judge  reached 
one  conclusion  while  his  associates  reached  the  opposite  one,  and  it 
becomes  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  evidence  fairly  sustains  the 
decree  made  by  the  majority  of  that  court.  It  appears  that  several 
persons,  among  whom  were  Heckman  and  Shafto,  bad  arranged  to 
organize  a  company  for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  brick.  Shafto 
was  the  only  one  of  the  number  who  was  an  experienced  brickmaker, 
and  his  judgment  as  to  the  preliminary  arrangements,  including  the 
selection  of  materials  and  the  location  of  a  brickyard,  was  relied  on 
by  all  his  associates.  He  was  at  the  same  time  the  agent  of  Ward, 
employed  by  him  to  secure  a  tenant  for  a  brickyard  owned  by  him, 
with  the  promise  that  he  should  have  one  quarter  of  the  rent  obtained. 
Under  these  circumstances  he  directed  the  attention  of  his  associates 
to  Ward's  property,  proposing  a  lease  of  the  yard  and  of  the  right  to 
take  the  clay,  to  be  paid  for  by  a  royalty  of  one  dollar  per  thousand 
bricks,  with  a  minimum  royalty  of  twenty-five  hundred  dollars  for  the 
first  year  and  four  thousand  per  annum  thereafter.  Two  or  three  of 
his  associates,  including  Heckman,  visited  the  property  at  his  instance. 
The  brick  company  had  not  been  organized.  A  meeting  was  brought 
about  by  Shafto  between  Ward  and  his  own  associates  in  the  brick  enter- 
prise, which  resulted  in  a  lease  upon  the  terms  Shafto  had  proposed.       Ji^^"'^^.   j 

Heckman  was  to  become  the  president  of  the  company  when  it  was  ^p--V"H!*^ 

fully  organized,  and  the  lease  was  executed  by  him  on  behalf  of  the 
company  then  in  process  of  formation,  and  as  soon  as  the  company  was 
"in~cbndition  to  take  it  lie  assigned  itVlirpntlY  t.n  t>iA  nnrpnvg.t.inn  This 
was  done  in  pursuance  of  an  understanding  to  which  his  associates, 
including  Shafto,  the  agent  of  the  lessor,  were  parties.  The  bills  were 
thereafter  made  to  the  Philadelphia  Brick  Company,  presented  to  it£ 
officers,  and  paid,  except  in  one  instance,  by  its  checks. 

Under  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  we  think  the 
knowledge  of  Shafto  was  notice  to  his  principal  that  the  tenant  of  the. 
yard  and  the  purchaser  of  the  clay  was  the  corporation  and  not  any 
member  or  officer  thereof ;  that  the  corporation  was  the  prospective 
operator  and  owner  of  the  works,  and  was  to  be  looked  to  for  the  rents 
or  royalties.  The  subsequent  course  of  dealing  would  indicate  actual 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  recognition  of  the  relation  of  lessor  and 
lessee  between  himself  and  the  corporation  on  the  part  of  Ward. 

We  are  not  prepared  to  adopt  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  court 
below,  that  the  bad  faith  of  Shafto  in  his  dealings  with  his  associates 
rendered  the  contract  he  had  negotiated  between  them  and  his  em- 
ployer absolutely  void.  As  to  any  right  of  action  or  interest  of  his 
own,  that  result  might  well  follow  ;  but  we  can  see  no  reason  why  the 
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lessor  should  not  recover  for  his  royalties,  at  least  as  to  so  much  thereof 
as  he  was  actually  to  receive.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  enter 
upon  that  subject.  We  place  the  affirmance  of  this  judgment  on  the 
ground  already  indicated.  The  agent  negotiated  this  lease.  He  knew 
perfectly  well  who  was  to  be  the  lessee,  and  by  whom  the  enterprise 
was  to  be  conducted.  He  was  himself  a  member  of  the  company  for 
whose  use  and  benefit  Heckman  became  temporarily  a  substitute  ;  and 
it  would  have  been  a  fraud  on  Heckman  for  Shafto  to  attempt  to  hold 
him  personally  responsible  for  what  he  well  knew  was  understood  to 
be  the  obligation  of  the  corporation.  The  principal  cannot  secure  the 
benefit  of  the  contract  and  repudiate  the  means  by  which  its  execution 
was  induced.  He  stands  on  the  ground  on  which  his  agent  has  put  him. 
The  assignments  of  error  are  overruled  and  the  decree  is  affirmed. 


b 


WEATHERFOED,  &c.  R.   CO.  v.  GRANGER. 

1894.    8B  Texas,  351.1 

Gaines,  Associate  Justice.  This  suit  was  brought  by  the  defendant 
in  error  against  the  plaintiflE  in  error  to  recover  upon  open  account  for 
services  rendered.  The  plaintiff  in  the  trial  court  obtained  a  judg- 
ment, which  was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals.  This  writ 
of  error  is  sued  out  for  the  purpose  of  reversing  that  judgment. 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  the  defendant  in  the  trial  court,  is  a  corpora- 
tion, organized  under  the  general  law  of  the  State  for  the  purpose 
of  constructing  and  operating  a  railroad.  The  defendant  in  error, 
the  plaintiff  in  the  trial  court,  is  a  practising  attorney  at  law.  The 
services  for  which  a  recovery  was  sought  were  for  aiding  to  raise  a 
bonus  and  for  legal  advice  and  assistance,  and  were  rendered  both 
before  and  after  the  filing  with  the  Secretary  of  State  the  company's 
articles  of  incorporation. 

The  testimony,  as  shown  by  the  statement  of  facts,  in  so  far  as  it 
bears  upon  the  question  before  the  court,  is  in  substance  as  follows  : 

The  plaintiff  testified,  that  in  March,  1889,  he  was  employed  by 
one  Anderson  to  assist  in  raising  a  bonus  for  the  defendant  company, 
and  "  agreed  that  the  said  company  would  pay  him  well  for  his  ser- 
vices ; "  that  Anderson  was  a  promoter  of  the  corporation,  and  repre- 
sented himself  as  its  general  manager,  and  employed  plaintiff  not 
only  to  assist  in  procuring  the  bonus,  but  to  attend  to  all  the  com- 
pany's business  as  its  attorney  ;  that  in  September,  1889,  Anderson 
allowed  his  account,  and  was  at  that  time  the  owner  of  a  majority  of 
the  stock,  which  he  subsequently  transferred  to  one  Stone,  the  presi- 
dent of  the  company,  and  his  associates. 

Stone  testified,  on  behalf  of  the  company,  that  in  the  spring  of 
1889,  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  he  employed  Anderson  to  go  to 
I  Arguments  omitted.  — Ed. 
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Weatherford,  and  to  procure  a  bonus  of  $40,000  and  survey  the  right 
of  way  for  a  railroad  from  that  city  to  Mineral  Wells,  and  to  pay  him 
$1000  for  his  services  ;  that  he  had  paid  Anderson  according  to  his 
agreement ;  that  he  did  not  know  that  Anderson  had  ever  employed 
plaintiff  for  any  purpose  ;  that  Anderson  was  never  general  manager 
for  the  company,  and  held  no  office  in  it  except  that  of  director ;  that 
he  knew  that  the  plaintiff  was  interesting  himself  in  procuring  the 
bonus,  but  supposed  he  was  working  for  one  Johnson,  who  was  one  of 
the  charter  members,  and  who  owned  certain  coal  lauds  which  he 
wished  to  sell  to  the  projectors  of  the  railroad;  that  plaintiff  never 
said  anything  to  him  about  the  company  owing  him  anything,  and 
that  the  first  he  knew  of  plaintiff's  claim  was  when  this  suit  was 
brought. 

There  was  further  testimony  tending  to  show,  that  Anderson  was 
the  chief  active  promoter  of  the  enterprise,  and  that  he  had  the  prin- 
cipal management  of  the  business  from  its  inception  in  March  until 
he  retired  in  September,  1889 ;  and  that  during  this  time  the  plaintiff 
was  frequently  in  attendance  upon  him,  aiding  and  assisting  him  in 
procuring  the  bonus,  and  otherwise  promoting  the  objects  of  the  com- 
pany. 

No  controversy  is  raised  in  this  court  as  to  the  fact  of  plaintiff's 
services,  or  as  to  their  value. 

The  trial  judge,  as  conclusions  of  fact,  found,  in  substance,  that 
some  kind  of  a  company  was  formed  to  build  the  railway  from 
Weatherford  to  Mineral  Wells ;  that  Anderson  was  "  the  principal 
mover  in  said  scheme,  and  was  so  recognized  by  all  parties ; "  that 
he  employed  plaintiff  to  assist  him  in  procuring  a  bonus  and  in  other- 
wise advancing  the  enterprise,  and  that  the  plaintiff  rendered  service 
under  said  employment,  both  before  and  after  the  articles  of  the  com- 
pany were  filed ;  that  the  bonus  was  raised,  and  was,  after  its  incor- 
poration, accepted  by  said  company. 

The  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  adopt  the  findings  of  the  trial  judge, 
and  add  additional  findings  as  follows  :  "  The  charter  of  the  defend- 
ant company  was  signed  and  acknowledged  about  June  1,  1889,  and 
was  filed  in  the  ofiice  of  the  Secretary  of  State  at  Austin,  July  2, 
1889.  The  bonus  or  subsidy  was  not  secured  until  after  the  filing  of 
the  charter.  The  record  would  have  justified  the  trial  court,  and 
so  justifies  us,  in  finding,  as  we  do,  the  fact  to  be,  that  in  availing 
itself  of  the  subsidy  secured,  the  company  knew  of  the  services  of 
the  plaintiff  in  raising  the  bonus." 

Under  the  statute,  the  corporation  came  into  existence  when  its 
articles  of  incorporation  were  filed  in  the  office  of  Secretary  of  State, 
Rev.  Stats.,  arts.  4104,  4105.  Although  the  trial  court  found  that 
the  services  for  which  plaintiff  sued  were  rendered  in  part  before 
and  in  part  after  the  filing  of  the  articles,  their  value  was  assessed 
as  an  entirety  at  $500,  and  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  whole 
amount.    In  this  there  was  error.    We  are  of  opinion,  that  under  the 
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circumstances  of  this  case,  as  sliown  by  the  evidence,  the  defendant 
corporation  can  not  be  held  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  any  services  ren- 
dered by  him  before  it  was  brought  into  legal  existence. 

Upon  the  question  as  to  the  liability  of  a  corporation  growing  out 
of  contracts  made  on  its  behalf  by  its  promoters,  there  is  considerable 
diversity  and  some  conflict  of  opinion.  But  there  are  some  proposi- 
tions affecting  this  question  upon  which  the  authorities  seem  to  be  in 
substantial  accord.  A  promoter,  though  he  purport  to  act  on  behalf 
of  the  projected  corporation,  and  not  for  himself,  can  not  be  treated  as 
agent,  because  the  nominal  principal  is  not  then  in  existence ;  and 
hence  when  there  is  nothing  more  than  a  contract  by  a  promoter,  in 
which  he  undertakes  to  bind  the  future  corporation,  it  is  generally 
conceded  that  it  can  not  be  enforced.  Kelner  v.  Baxter,  L.  E..,  2  Com. 
PL,  174  ;  Melhado  v.  Railway,  L.  E.,  9  Com.  PL,  603. 

The  promoters  themselves  are  liable  upon  the  contract,  unless  the 
person  with  whom  they  engage  agrees  to  look  to  some  other  fund  for 
payment.     Kerridge  v.  Hesse,  9  Carr.  &  P.,  200. 

The  statute,  however,  which  authorizes  the  incorporation  may  pro- 
vide that  the  corporation,  when  formed,  shall  pay  the  necessary  ex- 
penses of  promoting  the  scheme ;  in  such  a  case,  though  the  right  of 
action  is  dependent  upon  the  contract,  the  liability  is  created  by  the 
statute.     Be  Botherham,  etc.,  Co.,  L.  T.  Kep.,  N.  S.,  217. 

It  is  now  held  in  England,  that  although  the  articles  of  association 
bind  the  company  to  pay  the  expenses  of  its  promotion,  a  third  party 
can  not  avail  himself  of  such  a  provision  so  as  to  maintain  an  action 
against  the  company.  Be  Botherham,  etc.,  Co.,  supra ;  Eley  v.  Assur- 
ance Co.,  34  L.  T.  Rep.,  N.  S.,  190. 

It  is  also  generally  held,  that  contracts  by  promoters  made  on  be- 
half of  the  corporation,  within  the  scope  of  its  general  authority,  may 
be  adopted  by  the  latter  after  its  organization.  Some  of  the  courts 
say  they  may  be  ratified;  but  ratification  presupposes  a  principal 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  agent's  action,  and  it  seems  to  ij.s,  there- 
fore, that  the  term  is  not  applicable  in  its  technical  sense.  McArthur 
V.  Printing  Co.,  61  N.  W.  Kep.,  216 ;  SpUler  v.  Paris  Skating  Bink 
Co.,  7  Ch.  Div.,  368. 

With  the  exception  of  the  law  courts  of  England,  the  rule  is  also 
very  generally  recognized,  that  if  a  contract  be  made  on  behalf  of  a 
corporation  by  its  promoters,  and  the  corporation,  after  its  organiza- 
tion, with  a  knowledge  of  the  facts,  accept  its  benefits,  it  must  take 
it  with  its  burdens ;  and  if  the  other  party  has  performed  the  stipula- 
tion binding  upon  him,  it  may  be  enforced  as  against  the  corporation. 
Spiller  V.  Bink  Co.,  supra ;  Loucke  v.  Warehousing  Co.,  6  Ch.,  67. 

But  as  to  the  application  of  the  rule  last  announced,  the  courts 
differ  in  opinion.  A  leading  case  upon  this  subject  is  Edwards  v. 
Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  1  Milne  &  Cr.,  660.  There  the 
promoters  of  the  railway  company  had  entered  into  a  contract  with 
the  trustees  of  a  turnpike  company,  in  which  the  latter  agreed  to  with.- 
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draw  their  opposition  to  an  act  of  Parliament  for  the  incorporation  of 
the  railway  company,  in  consideration  of  an  agreement  by  the  pro- 
moters to  insert  certain  clauses  in  the  act  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
necessary  constructions  at  the  crossing  of  the  railway  and  the  turn- 
pike road,  and  the  opposition  was  withdrawn,  but  the  clauses  were 
not  inserted ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  railway  company  should  be 
enjoined  from  constructing  the  crossing  in  a  manner  different  from 
that  specified  in  the  clauses  which  had  been  agreed  upon  and  had 
been  omitted.  The  correctness  of  the  ruling  in  this  case  was  seri- 
ously questioned  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Preston  v.  Railway,  5 
House  of  Lords,  605,  and  in  Caledonian  RaUway  Co.  v.  Helensburg, 
2  McQueen,  391.  Same  case,  2  Jur.,  N.  S.,  695.  We  presume  the 
doiibt  as  to  this  case  arises  from  the  fact  that  the  only  benefit  ac- 
cepted by  the  defendant  company  was  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  it  by  the  act  of  Parliament. 

"When  the  promoters  of  a  railway  company  have  agreed  with  a 
landed  proprietor  through  whose  estates  the  road  is  projected  to  run, 
to  take  the  requisite  quantity  of  his  land  at  a  stipulated  price,  and 
after  the  corporation  is  formed  it  takes  the  land,  it  is  certainly  equita- 
ble that  the  company  should  be  made  to  pay  the  agreed  compensa- 
tion ;  and  the  doctrine  is  recognized  in  many  English  equity  cases. 
Stanley  v.  Railway,  3  Milne  &  Cr.,  773  ;  Gooday  v.  Colchester  Railway 
Co.,  L.  E.,  15  Eq.,  596;  Preston  v.  Liverpool  Railway  Co.,  L.  R.,  7 
Eq.,  124;  Edwards  v.  Grand  Junction  Railway  Co.,  1  Milne  &  Cr., 
650. 

The  same  rule  has  been  announced  also  in  many  American  cases. 
Little  Rock  Railway  Co.  v.  Perry,  37  Ark.,  164 ;  Paxton  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Bank,  21  Neb.,  621 ;  Grape  Sugar  Co.  v.  Small,  40  Md.,  395  ;  Bommer 
V.  Manufacturing  Co.,  81  N.  Y.,  468 ;  Battelle  v.  Pavement  Co.,  37 
Minn.,  89 ;  McArthur  v.  Printing  Co.,  supra. 

Having  exercised  rights  and  enjoyed  benefits  secured  to  it  by  the 
terms  of  a  contract  made  by  its  promoters  in  its  behalf,  a  corporation 
should  be  held  estopped  to  deny  its  validity. 

Again,  when  the  promoters  of  a  corporation  have  made  a  contract 
in  its  behalf,  to  be  performed  after  it  is  organized,  it  may  be  deemed 
a  continuing  offer  on  part  of  the  other  party  to  the  agreement,  unless 
withdrawn  by  him,  and  may  be  accepted  and  adopted  by  the  corpo- 
ration after  such  organization ;  and  the  exercise  of  any  right  incon- 
sistent with  the  nonexistence  of  such  contract  might  be  deemed  con- 
clusive evidence  of  such  adoption. 

But  there  are  some  cases  which  go  a  step  further.  Low  v.  Rail- 
way, 45  New  Hampshire,  370,  was  a  case  of  a  Vermont  corporation 
sued  in  New  Hampshire  upon  a  contract  made  in  the  former  State. 
After  a  charter  had  been  granted,  but  before  an  organization  had  been 
effected,  a  public  meeting  was  held  to  promote  the  enterprise,  at 
which,  it  is  to  be  presumed  from  the  opinion,  the  corporators  were 
present  or  were  represented.    A  proposition  was  made  that  the  plain- 
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tiff  should  be  employed  and  paid  to  visit  various  towns  and  cities  to 
interest  capital  in  the  projected  scheme,  and  to  solicit  and  procure 
subscriptions.  The  plaintiff  accepted  the  offer  and  performed  the  ser- 
vices, and  it  was  held  that  the  corporation  was  liable.  The  court  de- 
termined that  the  question  of  liability  depended  upon  the  law  of  Ver- 
mont, as  announced  in  the  case  of  ffall  v.  Railway,  28  Vermont,  401. 
But  they  were  also  inclined  strongly  to  think,  that  upon  general  prin- 
ciples the  company,  by  accepting  subscriptions  which  were  procured 
by  the  plaintiff,  bound  itself  to  pay  for  his  services.  They  also  seem 
to  recognize  the  doctrine,  that  after  a  charter  has  been  granted  a 
majority  of  the  corporators  have  the  power  to  make  contracts  neces- 
sary to  perfect  the  organization,  which  may  be  binding  upon  the  com- 
pany when,  formed.  But  they  also  lay  stress  upon  the  fact  that  the 
charter  of  the  defendant  corporation  provided,  that  "  the  expenses  of 
all  surveys  and  examinations,  as  also  of  the  preliminary  surveys 
already  made  and  making,  and  all  manner  of  incidental  expenses 
relating  thereto,  shall  be  paid  by  said  corporation." 

In  Hall  V.  Railway,  supra,  a  corporator  was  held  entitled  to  recover 
for  necessary  services  in  organizing  the  company,  although  there,  was 
no  express  promise  by  any  one  that  he  should  be  paid.  Unless  the 
charter  of  the  company  provided  for  the  payment  of  such  expenses, 
this  decision  we  think  is  unsupported  by  autliority. 

It  is  generally  held,  that  in  the  absence  of  such  provision  in  the 
act  of  incorporation  in  case  of  a  special  charter,  or  in  the  general  law 
or  in  the  articles  of  incorporation  under  a  general  law,  no  implied 
promise  can  be  imputed  to  a  corporation  to  pay  for  the  services  of  a 
corporator  or  promoter  before  the  corporation  comes  into  existence. 
A  contract  made  by  promoters  may  be  adopted  by  a  corporation,,  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly,  by  exercising  rights  under  it;  but  otherwise  it  is 
not  binding  upon  such  corporation.  Kelner  v.  Baxter,  supra ;  Melhado 
V.  Railway,  supra ;  Railway  v.  Ketchum,  27  Conn.,  170  ;  Kerridge  v. 
Hesse,  9  Carr.  &  P.,  200  ;  Munson  v.  Railway,  103  N.  Y.,  58 ;  Morri- 
son V.  Mining  Co.,  52  Cal.,  306 ;  Gent  v.  Ins.  Co.,  107  III,  652 ;  Rail- 
way V.  Sage,  65  111.,  328 ;  Western,  etc.,,  Co.  v.  Cousley,  72  111.,  531 ; 
Buffington  v.  Borden,  80  Wis.,  635 ;  see  also.  Railway  v.  HelensJmvg, 
2  McQueen  (H.  of  L.) ;  same  case,  2  Jur.,  N.  S.,  695  ;  Teft  v.  Bank, 
141  Pa.,  550. 

Now,  when  it  is  said  that  when  a  corporation  accepts  the  benefit  of 
a  contract  made  by  its  promoters,  it  takes  it  cum  onere,  it  is  impor- 
tant to  understand  distinctly  what  ia  meant.  There  is,  so  far  as  this 
matter  is  concerned,  a  radical  difference  between  a  promise  made  on 
behalf  of  the  future  corporation  in  the  contract  itself,  the  benefits  of 
which  the  corporation  has  accepted,  and  the  promise  in  a  previous 
contract  to  pay  for  services  in  procuring,  the  latter  to  be  made.  This 
is  well  illustrated  by  the  facts  of  the  present  case.  Here  a  proposi-' 
tion  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  company,  by  its  promoters,  that  if  a 
bonus  should  be  subscribed  and  paid  to  it,  it  would  bnild  it?  road  be- 
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tween  certain  points,  and  would  carry  coal  at  a  certain  stipulated  rate. 
By  accepting  the  bonus,  the  company  became  bound  to  fulfill  the  stip- 
ulations of  that  contract.  That  was  the  burden  which  it  took  with 
the  benefit  of  the  agreement.  But  it  also  appears  that  one  of  the 
promoters  promised  the  plaintiif,  that  if  he  would  assist  in  procuring 
subscribers  to  the  bonus,  the  company  would  pay  him  for  his  services. 
This  was  no  part  of  the  contract  the  benefits  of  which  were  taken  by 
the  defendant. 

The  benefits  of  a  contract  are  the  advantages  which  result  to  either 
party  from  a  performance  by  the  other  ;  and  in  like  manner  its  bur- 
dens are  such  as  its  terms  impose.  A  more  accurate  manner  of  stat- 
ing the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  is  to  say,  that  the  defendant 
has  accepted  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff's  services  and  should  pay  for 
them.  It  is  true,  in  one  sense,  that  the  company  has  had  the  benefit 
of  plaintiff's  services,  and  it  is  equally  true  that  it  would  have  had 
that  benefit  if  the  services  had  been  rendered  under  an  employment  by 
the  subscribers  to  the  bonus ;  and  yet  in  the  latter  case  it  could  noip 
be  claimed  that  the  company  would  be  liable  for  such  services,  unless 
payment  for  them  by  the  company  were  made  one  of  the  terms  of  the 
contract  between  the  company  and  the  subscribers. 

In  Re  Eotherham,  etc.,  Company,  50  Law  Times  Eeports,  New 
Series,  219,  in  the  opinion  of  one  of  the  justices,  this  language  is  used : 
"It  is  said  that  Mr.  Peace  has  an  equity  against  the  company,  be- 
cause the  company  had  the  benefit  of  his  labor.  What  does  that 
mean  ?  If  I  order  a  coat  and  receive  it,  I  get  the  benefit  of  the  labor 
of  the  cloth  manufacturer ;  but  does  any  one  dream  that  I  am  under 
any  liability  to  him  ?  It  is  a  mere  fallacy  to  say,  that  because  a  per- 
son gets  the  benefit  of  work  done  by  somebody  else,  he  is  liable  to  pay 
the  person  who  did  the  work."  . 

There  is  more  doubt  as  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  for  his 
legal  services  in  advising  as  to  the  articles  of  incorporation  and  in 
correcting  and  preparing  this  paper.  Such  services  are  usually  neces- 
sary, and  it  would  seem  that  the  corporation  should  pay  for  them. 
Such  payment  is  frequently  provided  for  in  the  act  of  incorporation, 
or  in  the  articles  when  the  incorporation  is  effected  under  a  general 
law.  When  such  is  the  case,  persons  who  take  stock  in  the  company 
are  chargeable  with  notice  that  a  liability  for  this  purpose  has  already 
been  created,  and  it  is  proper  for  the  corporation  to  discharge  it.  But 
in  the  absence  of  such  provision  in  the  statute  or  in  the  articles,  it 
may  be  unjust  to  shareholders  to  charge  the  corporation  with  liabil- 
ities of  which  they  had  no  aictual  knowledge  at  the  time  they  accepted 
the  shares.  We  therefore  hold,  with  some  hesitation,  that  claims  for 
the  necessary  expenses  of  the  organization,  under  our  statute,  should 
not  be  excepted  from  the  general  rule  applicable  to  contracts  made 
before  the  corporation  has  come  into  legal  existence. 

Applying  the  rules  we  have  announced  to  the  case  before  us,  it  is 
apparent  that  the  plaintiff  has  recovered,  in  part  at  least,  for  services 
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for  wHch  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  pay.  He  made  his  con- 
tract before  the  company  had  a  legal  existence  as  a  corporation,  with 
a  single  promoter ;  and  it  is  a  matter  of  no  moment  that  the  promoter 
was  the  general  manager  of  the  project  and  became  the  owner  of  the 
majority  of  the  stock  upon  its  organization.  There  were  other  stock- 
holders. The  law  requires  that  there  should  be  ten  at  least.  Eev. 
Stats.,  art.  4099. 

The  evidence  does  not  disclose  that  his  contract  with  Anderson  was 
actually  known  to  any  other  person ;  nor  do  we  see  any  other  circum- 
stance from  which  knowledge  should  necessarily  be  inferred.  Since 
Anderson  had  no  power  to  bind  the  future  corporation,  but  could 
bind  himself,  the  inference  from  his  assisting  Anderson  would  be  that 
he  was  acting  gratuitously,  or  that  Anderson  had  agreed  to  pay  him. 

Anderson  was  interested  in  shifting  his  contract  upon  the  com- 
pany ;  and  it  may  be  doubted  whether,  although  he  became  a  director, 
notice  to  him  could  be  deemed  notice  to  the  company.  The  Court  of 
Civil  Appeals  find,  however,  that  the  company  had  notice. 

Waiving  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  court  to  supplement  the 
finding  of  the  trial  judge  under  such  evidence,  and  the  further  ques- 
tion whether  there  be  any  evidence  to  support  this  conclusion,  it  fol- 
lows from  what  we  have  already  said,  that  the  question  of  the  com- 
pany's knowledge  does  not  affect  the  case.  The  plaintiff's  contract 
with  Anderson,  though  made  by  the  latter  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
was  not  a  lien,  encumbrance,  or  burden  upon  the  contract  between  the 
subscribers  to  the  bonus  and  the  defendant,  and  it  incurred  no  liabil- 
ity on  the  former  contract  by  accepting  the  benefit  of  the  latter. 

The  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff 
for  the  value  of  his  services  rendered  after  the  corporation  was  cre- 
ated ;  but  the  court  below  failed  to  find  separately  the  reasonable 
worth  of  such  services.  Therefore  the  entire  judgment  must  be  re- 
versed. 

We  deem  it  proper  to  say,  in  conclusion,  that  if  the  opinion  in  the 
case  of  McDonough  v.  Bank,  34  Texas,  309,  is  to  be  construed  as  hold- 
ing that  merely  by  accepting  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff's  labor,  the 
defendant  ratified  and  became  bound  under  the  promoter's  contract,  it 
does  not  meet  our  approval.  Whether  the  contract  in  that  case  was 
one  which  the  bank  had  the  power  to  ratify,  is  to  say  the  least  a 
doubtful  question ;  but  it  is  one  that  does  not  concern  us  here,  and 
upon  which  we  express  no  opinion. 

The  judgments  of  the  District  Court  and  of  the  Court  of  Civil 
Appeals  are  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 
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CAEMICHAEL'S  CASE. 

1896.    2  Chancery,  643. 

This  was  an  appeal  by  Carmichael  from  a  decision  of  Stirling,  J., 
refusing  an  application  to  strike  his  name  out  of  the  register  of  share- 
holders. 

The  company  was  brought  out  in  February,  1896,  and  was  formed 
to  purchase  from  Mr.  C.  B.  Phillips  and  work  certain  mining  property 
of  his.  The  price  was  146,000  Z.  The 'company  was  to  have  a  nomi- 
nal capital  of  175,000 1,  in  11.  shares.  The  purchase  money  was  to  be 
paid,  as  to  58,333 1,  in  fully  paid-up  shares,  as  to  30,000 1,  in  cash,  and 
as  to  56,6671.  in  cash  or  shares. 

On  February  21,  1896,  Carmichael  signed  an  underwriting  contract 
in  the  form  of  a  letter  addressed  to  Phillips :  "  I  agree,  for  the  con- 
sideration below  stated,  to  subscribe  for  1000  shares  of  the  above 
issue,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  on  the  conditions  named  in  the  pro- 
spectus, or  any  modification  thereof,  or  of  the  title  of  the  company,  or 
the  directors  or  officers,  so  long  as  the  capital  of  the  company  and  the 
purchase  price  of  the  property  are  not  altered  ;  and  I  hereby  inclose 
my  application  for  such  shares  and  a  cheque  for  2s.  6d.  per  share  de- 
posit in  respect  of  such  shares,  which  deposit  I  authorize  and  request 
you  to  pay  over  to  the  above-named  company ;  and  I  undertake  to  pay 
the  further  moneys  payable  in  respect  of  any  shares  I  have  to  take  up 
under  the  terms  of  this  contract.  If,  on  or  before  the  public  issue  of 
the  prospectus,  there  are  60,000  shares  of  the  above  issue  bonS,  fide 
and  duly  applied  for  by  the  public,  then  no  allotment  is  to  be  made 
to  me  in  respect  of  this  agreement,  and  my  application  and  the  said 
deposit  is  to  be  forthwith  returned  to  me  by  the  said  company.  If 
less  than  such  60,000  shares  are  applied  for  by  the  public,  then  I 
am  only  to  be  allotted  my  proportion  of  the  deficiency  between  the 
amount  so  subscribed  for  by  the  public  and  such  60,000  shares,  pro 
rata  with  any  other  persons  who  have  signed  or  may  sign  underwrit- 
ing contracts  in  connection  with  the  above  issue.  If  on  the  public 
issue  of  the  prospectus,  and  before  the  closing  of  the  list,  I  deliver  to 
you  applications  for  shares  from  responsible  persons  to  your  satisfac- 
tion, such  applications  shall  go  primarily  in  relief  of  my  obligatix)n 
under  this  contract.  In  either  case,  I  am  to  receive  from  you  a  com- 
mission of  7J  per  cent  in  cash  and  7J  per  cent  in  fully  paid  shares  of 
the  said  company  upon  the  total  shares  hereby  underwritten  by  me 
within  fourteen  days  after  the  completion  of  the  purchase  by  the 
above  company,  if  the  whole  of  such  60,000  shares  are  applied  for  by 
the  public ;  but  in  the  event  of  the  public  not  applying  for  the  whole 
of  such  60,000  shares,  then  such  commission  is  to  be  payable  by  you 
within  fourteen  days  after  payment  by  me  to  the  company  of  the  al- 
lotment money  in  respect  of  my  proportion  of  the  deficiency  of  such 
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shares,  or  the  completion  of  the  purchase  by  the  above  company, 
whichever  event  shall  be  last ;  and  I  authorize  you,  if  you  think  fit  so 
to  do,  to  apply  my  said  commission  or  any  part  thereof  in  payment  to 
the  company  of  or  on  account  of  the  said  allotment  moneys.  I  further 
agree  that  this  agreement  and  my  said  application  shall  be  irrevocable 
on  my  part,  and  shall,  notwithstanding  any  withdrawal  on  my  part  or 
any  repudiation  of  my  responsibility  hereunder  or  thereunder,  be  suf- 
ficient to  authorize  and  empower  you  to  make  any  further  or  other 
application  on  my  behalf,  and  also  be  sufiicient  to  authorize  and  em- 
power the  directors  of  the  company  to  allot  to  me  the  before-mentioned 
shares,  and  to  enter  my  name  on  the  register  of  members  in  respect 
thereof." 

On  February  22  Carmichael  signed  and  handed  in  an  application 
for  1000  shares,  and  gave  a  cheque  payable  to  the  company  for  125 1., 
the  amount  of  the  deposit  payable  on  application. 

On  the  same  day  Phillips  sent  to  Carmichael  a  letter  headed  with 
the  name  of  the  company:  " I  accept  your  underwriting  contract  on 
the  terms  mentioned  to  the  extent  of  1000  shares.     C.  B  Phillips." 

On  March  24  the  company  was  incorporated,  and  advertisements 
were  issued  stating  that  the  subscription  list  would  open  on  the  27th 
and  close  on  the  30th  of  that  month. 

On  the  27th  Caiinichael  directed  his  bankers  not  to  pay  the  cheque, 
which  accordingly  tliey  refused  to  pay.  On  the  30th  he  wrote  to 
Phillips  repudiating  his  underwriting  contract,  and  on  the  same  day 
wrote  to  the  secretary  of  the  company  the  following  letter  :  "  Please 
take  notice  that  I  withdraw  my  underwriting  in  above  company,  and 
withdraw  any  authority  contained  in  the  underwriting  letter  to  apply 
for  any  shares  on  my  behalf." 

At  a  board  meeting  of  directors  on  April  2  the  secretary  produced 
the  last-mentioned  letter.  Mr.  Phillips,  who  was  present,  then  pro- 
duced the  underwriting  letter,  insisted  that  Carmichael  had  no  right 
to  withdraw,  and  handed  in  on  his  behalf  a  fresh  application  for  980 
shares  in  pursuance  of  the  underwriting  contract,  that  being  the  num- 
ber which,  according  to  the  contract,  ought,  in  the  events  which  had 
happened,  to  be  allotted  to  him.  They  were  accordingly  allotted  to 
him,  and  he  was  placed  on  the  register  in  respect  of  them. 

Stirling,  J.,  held  that  the  authority  given  to  Phillips  by  the  under- 
writing letter  was  an  authority  coupled  with  an  interest,  and  there- 
fore irrevocable.  His  Lordship,  therefore,  refused  to  remove  Carini- 
chiiel's  name  from  the  register.     Carmichael  appealed. 

LiNDLBY,  L.  J.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  difficulty  in  this  case. 
Mr.  Bramwell  Davis  has  asked  us  to  treat  this  as  a  complex  transac- 
tion consisting  of  two  parts  —  one  a  contract  and  one  an  authority, 
and  he  says,  "  Although  I  agree  that  I  cannot  revoke  my  contract,  still 
I  am  at  liberty  to  revoke  my  authority."  Now,  I  do  not  mean  to  say 
that  there  may  not  be  cases  as  to  which  that  contention  would  be  well 
founded ;  but  when  we  look  at  this  case  and  see  the  purpose  for  which 
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the  authority  is  given  and  the  objeot  of  it,  which  is  to  enable  a  con- 
tract to  be  performed  in  which  Mr.  Phillips  was  intei-ested,  his  argu- 
ment will  not  hold.  Let  us  look  at  the  document  itself.  It  is  a  let- 
ter, or,  as  it  is  called,  an  underwriting  contract.  Of  course,  it  is  not 
a  contract  until  it  is  accepted.  It  is  addressed  to  Mr.  Phillips,  the 
vendor  of  some  property  to  this  company,  who  was  to  be  paid  out  of 
money  raised  by  the  issue  of  shares.  He  had,  therefore,  a  clear  and 
direct  interest  in  raising  the  capital,  out  of  which  he  was  to  be  paid, 
and  Mr.  Carmiehael  kniew  that.  That  is  common  ground.  Under 
these  circumstances  he  signs  this  document,  which  is  called  an  under- 
writing contract,  and  it  is  addressed  to  Mr.  Phillips.  It  is  in  these 
terms  :  [His  Lordship  read  the  material  parts  of  the  document  down 
to  the  last  clause.] 

Then  comes  this  clause,  which  is  very  important :  "  I  further  agree 
that  this  agreement  and  my  said  application  shall  be  irrevocable  on 
my  part,  and  shall,  notwithstanding  any  withdrawal  on  my  part  or 
any  repudiation  of  my  responsibility  hereunder  or  thereunder,  be  suf- 
ficient to  authorize  and  empower  you  to  make  any  further  or  other 
application  on  my  behalf,  and  also  be  sufficient  to  authorize  and  em- 
power the  directors  of  the  company  to  allot  to  me  the  before-men- 
tioned shares,  and  to  enter  my  name  on  the  register  of  members  in  re- 
spect thereof."  Now,  what  is  the  true  meaning  of  that  ?  It  is  part 
of  a  bargain  by  which,  for  valuable  consideration,  Mr.  Carmiehael 
agrees  to  take  certain  shares,  and  that  is  for  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Phil- 
lips as  he  knows ;  and  in  order  ,to  enable  Mr.  Phillips  the  better  to 
secure  the  performance  of  the  contract  Mr.  Carmiehael  authorizes  Mr. 
Phillips  to  apply  for  shares  in  his  name,  and  he  agrees  not  to  revoke 
that  authority  even  if  he  could  do  it  without  such  a  clause.  Now, 
Mr.  Phillips  acted  with  perfect  bona  fides,  and  upon  the  terms  of  that 
authority  he  does  apply  in  Mr.  Carmichael's  name  for  980  shares, 
which  are  allotted  to  him.  Why  is  Mr.  Carmiehael  not  to  be  held  a 
member  of  this  company  ?  Can  it  under  the  circumstances  be  said,  in 
the  language  of  s.  35  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  that  his  name  is 
"  without  sufficient  cause  entered  in  the  register  of  members  "  ?  It 
appears  to  me  there  is  ample  cause.  The  attempt  to  make  out  that 
he  is  entitled  to  revoke  the  authority  although  he  cannot  revoke  the 
coniract  entirely  fails.  jlXd 

[__Stirling,  J.,  in  deciding  this  case  has  referred  to  an  observation  of  ^^"^'^ 
Williams,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Clerk  v  Laurie,^  which  runs  thus :  /"JVhat  ^ 
is  meant  by  an  authority  coupled  with  an  interest  being  irrevocable  is 
this  —  that  where  an  agreement  is  entered  into  on  a  sufficient  consid- 
eration, whereby  an  authority  is  given  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
somgjjfiuefit  to  the  donee  of  the  authority,  such  an  authority  is  irrevo- 
cable/y  That  is  the  principle  on  which  Stirling,  J.,  decided  this  case, 
and  it  appears  to  me  the  principle  properly  applicable  to  it.  The  ap- 
peal must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

1  a  H.  &  N.  199,  200. 
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Lopes,  L.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  company- 
had  authority  to  allot  these  shares  to  Mr.  Carmichael.  That  question 
depends  on  whether  the  authority  given  to  Mr.  Phillips,  who  was  the 
vendor,  was  revocable  or  not.  If  it  was  an  authority  coupled  with  an 
interest,  it  would  be  irrevocable.  The  question  that  really  arises  is 
whether  in  this  case  it  is  an  authority  coupled  with  an  interest.  I 
think  the  answer  is  a  very  short  and  a  very  complete  one.  What  was 
the  object  ?  The  object  was  to  enable  Mr.  Phillips,  the  vendor,  to  ob- 
tain his  purchase  money,  and,  in  the  language  of  Williams,  J.,  it 
therefore  conferred  a  benefit  on  the  donee  of  the  authority.  I  think, 
therefore,  the  judgment  of  Stirling,  J.,  is  perfectly  right,  and  that 
Mr.  Carmichael  is  a  member  of  this  company,  and  is  not  entitled  to 
have  his  name  struck  out. 

KiGBT,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  and  for  the  same  reasons, 
and  have  nothing  to  add. 

Solicitors  for  appellant :  Mellor,  Smith  &  May. 
Solicitors  for  respondents :    Wilson,  Bristows  &  Carpmael. 
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(c)  Liability  of  Promoters  arising  from  the  Sale  of  Property  to  the  Corporation, 
'  when  formed. 


EELANGEE  v.   NEW  SOMBEEEO  PHOSPHATE  CO. 

1878.    Law  Reports,  3  Appeal  Cases,  1218.1 

Appeal  against  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  which  had  re- 
versed a  decree  of  Vice  Chancellor  Malins. 

Sombrero,  a  small  island  in  the  West  Indies,  the  property  of  the 
Crown,  had  been  leased  out  by  the  Crown  for  21  years  from  1865. 
This  lease  had  been  assigned  to  "  The  Sombrero  Company,"  which 
undertook  to  work  the  beds  of  phosphate  of  lime  with  which  the 
island  abounded.  This  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up.  The 
lease  was  ordered  to  be  sold  by  the  official  liquidator,  Mr.  Chatteris. 
Erlanger  and  others  formed  a  syndicate  to  purchase  it,  and  did  pur- 
chase it  for  £55,000.  The  purchase  was  effected  by  a  provisional  con- 
tract Aug.  30,  1871,  though  not  formally  concluded  xintil  later.  The 
syndicate  desired  to  resell  the  lease  at  a  profit ;  and  with  that  view 
proceeded  to  get  up  a  company  to  purchase  it  from  the  syndicate. 

Erlanger,  who  acted  for  the  syndicate,  took  steps  to  form  a  com- 
pany, under  the  Companies  Act.  A  memorandum  of  association  was 
drawn  up  by  the  solicitor  of  the  syndicate,  and  was  signed  by  seven 
persons  all  of  whom  were  mere  nominees  of  the  syndicate.  The  arti- 
cles of  association  for  the  company  were  drawn  by  the  same  solicitor, 
and  bear  date  Sept.  20, 1871.  These  articles  provide  that  the  first  board 
of  directors' shall  consist  of  five  specified  persons  ;  that  two  directors 
shall  be  a  quorum  for  the  transaction  of  business ;  and  that  the  direc- 
tors may,  without  any  further  authority  from  the  members,  adopt  and 
carry  into  effect  the  contract,  of  even  date,  for  the  assignment  to  the 
company  of  the  island  of  Sombrero  for  the  residue  of  the  term  of  the 
lease. 

A  contract  had  also  been  drawn  up,  and  dated  Sept.  20,  for  the  sale 
of  the  lease  to  the  new  company.  This  contract  purported  to  bd 
made  between  Evans  as  vendor  and  Pavy  as  purchaser  on  behalf  of 
the  new  company.  Evans  was  a  trustee  or  agent  for  the  members  of 
the  syndicate.  The  contract  was,  on  the  face  of  it,  a  provisional  one, 
1  Case  abridged.    Arguments  omitted;  also  greater  part  of  tlie  opinions.  —  Ed. 
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subject  to  the  formation  of  the  company,  and  the  adoption  of  the  con- 
tract  by  it.  This  contract  recited  the  purchase  by  the  syndicate  on 
Aug.  30,  but  did  not  name  the  price  then  given.  The  price  to  the 
new  company  was  to  be  £110,000,  of  which  £80,000  was  to  be  paid 
down,  and  the  remaining  £30,000  to  be  satisfied  by  fully  paid-up 
shares  in  the  new  company.  The  money  was  to  be  obtained  by  the 
subscriptions  for  the  shares,  which  were  to  be  13,000  in  number  of  £10 
each. 

The  five  persons  specified  in  the  articles  as  directors  were  all  named 
by  the  syndicate.  Two  of  them  were  persons  not  likely  to  act,  and 
who  did  not  act,  in  the  early  proceedings  of  the  board.  The  other 
three  were  Evans,  Macdonald  and  Dakin.  Evans'  shares  were  given 
to  him  by  Erlanger.  Macdonald  held  shares  only  as '  trustee  for 
Erlanger.  Dakin  had  not  sufficient  knowledge  of  the  facts  to  form 
an  independent  judgment.  The  first  meeting  of  the  directors  was 
held  Sept.  29,  1871 ;  and  was  attended  by  Evans,  Macdonald  and 
Dakin.  It  was  resolved  that  the  contract  of  purchase  for  £110,000 
"  be  approved  and  confirmed."  A  prospectus  was  soon  issued ;  and 
after  its  publication  the  number  of  applications  for  shares  became 
considerable. 

There  was  never  any  confirmation  of  the  purchase  by  vote  of  the 
stockholders. 

Subsequently,  after  new  directors  had  been  chosen,  the  bill  in  this 
suit  was  filed  by  the  company  against  Erlanger  and  all  the  members 
of  the  syndicate ;  one  prayer  being  that  the  contract  of  Sept.  20 
might  be  set  aside  ;  and  the  purchase  money  repaid  to  the  company. 

The  case  was  heard  before  Vice  Chancellor  Malins,  who  ordered  the 
bill  to  be  dismissed,  but  without  costs.  On  appeal  by  the  company, 
the  contract  was  ordered  to  be  rescinded  as  to  all  members  of  the 
syndicate,  the  purchase  money  paid  by  the  company  repaid,  and,  on 
payment  of  the  money  so  ordered  to  be  repaid  to.  the  company,  the 
island  was  to  be  restored  by  the  company  to  the  syndicate. 

Erlanger  et  als.  then  brought  the  present  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords. 

The  case  was  twice  argued. 

Southgate,  Q.  C,  and  Benjamin,  Q.  G.  (Ingle  Joyce  with  them),  for 
appellants. 

J.  Napier  Higgins,  Q.  C,  and  Davey,  Q.  O.  {Alexander  Young  with 
them),  for  respondents. 

LoKD  Penzance.     [After  stating  the  facts.] 

Can  a  contract  so  obtained  be  allowed  to  stand  ?  The  bare  state- 
ment of  the  facts  is,  I  think,  sufficient  to  condemn  it.  From  that 
statement  I  invite  your  Lordships  to  draw  two  conclusions :  first, 
that  the  company  never  had  an  opportunity  of  exercising,  through 
independent  directors,  a  fair  and  independent  judgment  upon  the 
subject  of  this  purchase ;  and,  secondly,  that  this  result  was  brought 
about  by  the  conduct  and  contrivance  of  the  vendors  themselves.    It 
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was  the  vendors,  in  their  character  of  promoters,  who  had  the  power 
and  the  opportunity  of  creating  and  forming  the  company  in  such  a 
manner  that  with  adequate  disclosures  of  fact,  an  independent  judg- 
ment on  the  company's  behalf  might  have  been  formed.  But  instead 
of  so  doing  they  used  that  power  and  opportunity  for  the  advance- 
ment of  their  own  interests.  Placed  in  this  position  of  unfair  ad- 
vantage over  the  company  which  they  were  about  to  create,  they 
were,  as  it  seems  to  me,  bound  according  to  the  principles  constantly 
acted  upon  in  the  Courts  of  Equity,  if  they  wished  to  make  a,  valid 
contract  of  sale  to  the  company,  to  nominate  independent  directors 
and  fully  disclose  the  material  facts.  The  obligation  rests  upon  them 
to  shew  they  have  not  made  use  of  the  position  which  they  occupied 
to  benefit  themselves ;  but  I  find  no  proof  in  the  case  that  they  have 
discharged  that  obligation.  There  is  no  proof  that  either  Sir  Thomas 
Dakiii  or  Admiral  Macdonald  was  aware  of  the  price  at  which  the 
property  had  just  been  brought  under  the  authority  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  nor,  indeed,  that  they  even  knew  that  the  real  vendors 
were  also  the  promoters  of  the  company.  And  there  is  certainly  no 
proof  that  in  the  selection  of  the  directors  who  were  to  be  the  com- 
pany's agents  for  accepting  and  affirming  the  proposed  purchase,  the 
vendors  used  their  power  as  promoters  in  such  a  way  as  to  create  an 
independent  body  capable  of  acting  impartially  in  defence  of  the 
company's  interests. 

A  contract  of  sale  effected  under  such  circumstances  is,  I  conceive, 
upon  principles  of  equity  liable  to  be  set  aside. 

The  principles  of  equity  to  which  I  refer  have  been  illustrated  in 
a  variety  of  relations,  none  of  them  perhaps  precisely  similar  to  that 
of  the  present  parties,  but  all  resting  on  the  same  basis,  and  one 
which  is  strictly  applicable  to  the  present  case.  The  relations  of 
principal  and  agent,  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  parent  and  child(, 
guardian  and  ward,  priest  and  penitent,  all  furnish  instances  in  which 
the  Courts  of  Equity  have  given  protection  and  relief  against  the 
pressure  of  unfair  advantage  resulting  from  the  relation  and  mutual 
position  of  the  parties,  whether  in  matters  of  contract  or  gift ;  and 
this  relation  and  position  of  unfair  advantage  once  made  apparent, 
the  Courts  have  always  cast  upon  him  who  holds  that  position,  the 
burden  of  shewing  that  he  has  not  used  it  to  his  own  benefit. 

I  have  no  difficulty,  therefore,  in  asking  your  Lordships  to  assent 
to  the  proposition  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  that  if,  within  a  proper 
time  after  the  completion  of  this  purchase,  a  bill  had  been  filed  by 
the  company,  the  purchase  must  have  been  set  aside.' 

1  As  to  the  liability  of  promoters  if  the  holders  of  all  the  stock  then  (lutstaiidinjr  approved 
the  sale,  see  Old  Dominion  Copper  Co.  v.  Lewitolm,  p.  570,  infra,  and  the  note  at  the  bottom 
o{  p.  692,  infra. 
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CHAPTER  II. 

DIRECTORS. 

(a)  Unauthorized  Action  by  de  jure  Directors. 

EOYAL  BEITISH  BANK  v.  TUEQUAND. 

1856.    6  Ellis  i  Blackburn,  327. 

The  plaintiffs  declared  against  the  defendant,  as  official  manager  of 
Cameron's  Coalbrook  Steam,  Coal,  and  Swansea  and  London  Eailway 
Company,  according  to  The  Joint  Stock  Companies  Winding  up  Acts 
(the  company  being  completely  registered  under  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c. 
110).  The  declaration  alleged  that  the  company,  before  defendant 
became  official  manager,  to  wit,  on  6th  March,  1850,  by  their  writing 
obligatory,  sealed  with  their  common  seal,  acknowledged  themselves 
to  be  held  and  firmly  bound  to  plaintiffs  in  2000^.,  to  be  paid  to  plain- 
tiffs on  request ;  for  which  payment  the  said  last-mentioned  company 
did  bind  themselves  and  their  successors.  Yet  the  said  sum,  or  any 
part  thereof,  has  not  been  paid. 

Plea  (1),  in  which  was  set  out  the  condition,  which  appeared  to  be 
for  securing  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  bankers,  such  sum  as  the  com- 
pany should,  to  the  amount  of  lOOOZ.,  owe  to  plaintiffs  on  the  balance 
of  the  account  current,  from  time  to  time,  and  for  indemnifying  plain- 
tiffs to  that  amount  from  losses  incurred  by  reason  of  the  account 
between  plaintiffs  and  the  company.  The  plea  further  set  out  clauses 
of  the  registered  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company,  by  which  it  ap- 
peared that  the  directors  were  authorized,  under  certain  circumstances, 
to  give  bills,  notes,  bonds,  or  mortgages  ;  and  one  clause  provided  that 
the  directors  might  borrow  on  bonds  such  sums  as  should,  from  time 
to  time,  by  a  general  resolution  of  the  company,  be  authorized  to  be 
borrowed.  The  plea  averred  that  there  had  been  no  such  resolution 
authorizing  the  making  of  the  bond,  and  that  the  same  was  given  and 
made  without  the  authority  or  consent  of  the  shareholders  of  the 
company. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  plea,  and  Jervis,  C.  J.,  said  on  this 
point :  It  seems  to  us  that  the  plea,  whether  we  consider  it  as  a  con- 
fession and  avoidance  or  a  special  Non  est  factum,  does  not  raise  any 
objection  to  this  advance  as  against  the  company.  fWe  may  not  take 
for  granted  that  the  dealings  with  these  companies  are  not  like  deal- 
ings with  other  partnerships,  and  that  the  parties  dealing  with  them 
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are  bound  to  read  the  statute  and  the  deed  of  settlement.  But  they 
are  not  bound  to  do  more3  And  the  party  here,  on  reading  the  deed 
of  settlement,  would  find,  not  a  prohibition  from  borrowing,  but  a  per- 
mission to  do  so  on  certain  conditions.  Finding  that  the  authority 
might  be  made  complete  by  a  resolution,  he  would  have  a  right  to 
infer  the  fact  of  a  resolution  aufhorizing  that  which  on  the  face  of  the 
document  appeared  to  be  legitimately  done. 

Pollock,  G.  B.,  Aldekson,  B.,  Ceesswell,  J.,  Cbowder,  J.,  and 
Bramwell,  B.,  concurred. 

Judffment  affirmed. 


(b)  De  Facto  Directors. 
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1894.    52  N.  J.  Eq.  825.  j  q  l>yU^  l"^'' 


Van  Stckel,  J.  The  Ott  &  Brewer  Company  was  organized  under 
the  laws  of  this  state,  with  three  directors,  viz..  Brewer,  Tucker,  and 
Bell. 

In  June,  1891,  Bell  made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
and  soon  after  that  left  the  state.  , 

In  November,  1891,  the  Ott  &  Brewer  Company,  by  the  two  direc- 
tors. Brewer  and  Tucker,  executed  a  mortgage  on  its  real  estate  and 
certain  goods  and  chattels,  to  the  First  National  Bank  of  Trenton,  to 
secure  a  preexisting  indebtedness.  This  mortgage  was  recorded  as  a 
real  estate  mortgage,  but  was  not  sworn  to  or  recorded  as  a  chattel 
mortgage. 

In  August,  1892,  the  said  company,  by  the  same  two  directors,  exe- 
cuted three  several  chattel  mortgages  to  Anthony  E.  Kuser,  John  L. 
Kuser,  and  Albert  Brewer  respectively,  to  secure  to  each  of  them  the 
sum  of  $5000,  at  that  time  loaned  by  them  to  the  said  company. 

In  May,  1893,  a  bill  was  filed  in  the  court  of  chancery,  alleging  that 
the  said  "  The  Ott  &  Brewer  Company  "  was  insolvent,  and  thereupon 
John  Wright  was  appointed  receiver  of  the  said  company. 

The  receiver  exhibited  his  bill  to  set  aside  all  these  mortgages. 

The  alleged  infirmity,  chiefly  relied  upon,  is  that  two  directors  had 
no  power  to  establish  a  lien  upon  the  property  of  the  corporation. 

Our  act  concerning  corporations,  section  16,  provides  — 

"  That  the  business  of  every  such  corporation  shall  be  managed  and 
conducted  by  the  directors  thereof,  who  shall  respectively  be  share- 
holders therein." 

Section  17  provides  :  — 

"The  directors  shall  not  be  less  than  three  in  number,  and  they 
shall  be  chosen  annually  by  the  stockholders  at  such  time  and  place 
as  shall  be  provided  by  the  by-laws  of  the  company,  and  shall  hold 
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their  office  for  one  year,  and  until  others  are  chosen  and  qualified  in 
their  stead." 

Section  20  provides  that  — 
"  when  any  vacancy  occurs  among  the  directors,  or  secretary,  or  treas- 
urer, by  death,  resignation,  removal,  or  otherwise,  it  shall  be  filled  for 
the  remainder  of  the  year  in  such  m^ner  as  may  be  provided  for  by 
the  by-laws  of  the  said  company." 

Section  47  provides  that  — 
"  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person  to  be  elected  a  director  of  amy 
body  corporaite  in  this  state  issuing  stock  unless  that  person  shall  be, 
at  the  time  of  his  election,  a  bona  fide  holder  of  some  of  the  stock 
thereof." 

Section  48  provides  that  —  ' 

"  when  any  person,  a  director  of  any  body  corporate,  shall  cease  to  be 
a  bona  fide  holder  of  some  of  the  stock  thereof,  he  shall  cease  there- 
upon to  be  a  director  thereof." 

The  point  made  against  these  mortgagees  is  that  under  our  statute 
there  must  be  at  least  three  directors  to  manage  the  corporate  busi- 
ness ;  that  by  the  assignment  made  by  Bell  for  the  benefit  of  his  cred- 
itors he  ceased  to  be  a  stockholder,  and  by  force  of  the  statute  ceased 
at  the  same  time  to  be  a  director  of  the  company,  thereby  leaving  the 
corporation  without  a  board  of  directors  legally  qualified  to  conduct 
its  affairs.  , 

That  such  a  result  justly  or  legally  flows  from  these  premises  can- 
not be  conceded.  It  is  apparent  that  dealing  with  these  corporate 
bodies  would  be  in  the  highest  degree  hazardous  and  unsafe  if  the 
public,  without  notice  in  fact,  is  chargeable  in  law  with  knowledge  of 
a  latent  infirmity  in  the  title  of  every  director  of  the  company.  A  doc- 
trine so  destructive  to  the  security  of  commercial  transactions,  now 
so  largely  conducted  by  corporate  action,  has  no  support  in  the  law. 
The  receiver  stands  for  the  corporation,  and  cannot  impeach  any  act 
which  the  corporation  itself  could  not  successfully  assail. 

Bell's  original  title  to  the  office  of  director  was  good ;  it  is  not  de- 
nied that  he  was  legally  elected.  The  corporation  held  him  out  to 
the  public  as  one  of  its  duly-authorized  agents  by  failing  to  declare 
his  office  vacant  and  electing  his  successor. 

In  Doremus  v  The  Dutch  Reformed  Church,  2  Gr.  Ch.  349,  Chan- 
cellor Vroom  said  "  that  where  the  original  title  of  an  officer  is  suffi- 
cient, though  good  cause  of  amotion  be  shown,  even  in  a  case  where 
the  charter  declares  that  for  such  cause  of  amotion  the  officer  shall 
vacate  his  office,  the  office  is  not  determined  until  there  be  an  amo- 
tion." 

He  also  said  "  that  where  persons  are  officers  de  facto  they  are  in 
colore  officii,  and  their  acts  will  be  valid  until  they  are  lawfully  ousted, 
and  more  especially  as  they  respect  third  persons  they  are  binding  on 
the  corporation." 

The  authorities  are  cited  in  the  opinion. 
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This  rule  has  never  been  departed  from  in  this  State.  | 

Vice-Chancellor  Van  Fleet,  in  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Burnet  Company, 
5  Stew.  Eq.  236,  adopted  it.  He  there  declares  "  that  if  the  oiHcers 
selected  are  ineligible  or  are  elected  irregularly  or  illegally,  but  are 
allowed  by  the  proprietors  of  the  corporation  to  take  control  of  its 
property,  and  to  exercise  its  functions  and  powers,  they  become  offi- 
cers de  facto,  and  as  such  may  act  for  and  bind  the  corporation.  An 
officer  de  facto  is  one  who  has  the  reputation  of  being  the  officer  he 
assumes  to  be,  and  yet  is  not  a  good  officer  in  point  of  law. 

"  From  a  very  early  time  it  has  been  held  that  the  acts  of  de  facto 
officers  are  binding  upon  the  corporation  until  they  are  lawfully 
ousted,  especially  so  far  as  their  acts  create  rights  in  favor  of  third 
persons." 

That  such  is  the  current  of  authority  will  appear  by  reference  to 
the  books.  Mining  Company  v.  Bank,  104  U.  S.  192 ;  Beach  Corp. 
§§  233,  234 ;  Ang.  &  A.  Corp.  §  287. 

In  San  Jose  Savings  Bank  v.  Sierra  Lumber  Company,  63  Gal.  179, 
a  director  who  had  ceased  to  be  a  stockholder,  no  judgment  of  ouster 
having  been  pronounced  against  them,  was  held  to  be  a  director  de 
facto,  and  his  acts  valid  as  to  third  persons. 

.  Mr.  Taylor,  in  his  book  on  Private  Corporations,  §§  187, 188,  after 
stating  the  rule  as  formulated  in  the  cases  above  cited,  says  that  — 

"  It  is  submitted  that  this  statement  of  the  rule  does  not  give  suffi- 
cient prominence  to  the  principle  of  estoppel,  on  which  the  rule  depends ; 
a  principle  which,  in  its  application  to  the  responsibility  of  corpora- 
tions for  the  acts  of  de  faeto  officers,  may  be  stated  thus :  If  a  body  of 
men,  acting  as  a  corporation,  permits  certain  persons  to  act  openly  as 
corporate  officers,  or  if  it  is  permitted  by  the  directors,  assuming  them 
to  have  had  the  power  to  appoint  the  officer  in  question,  the  corpora- 
tion will  not,  to  the  detriment  of  persons  who,  in  good  faith,  have 
acted  on  the  assurance  that  the  persons  acting  as  officers  were  the 
officers  they  assumed  to  be^  be  permitted  to  impeach  the  validity  of 
their  acts  and  contracts  on  the  ground  that  such  persons  were  not 
legally  corporate  officers." 

Bottomley's  Case,  L.  R.  16  Ch.  Div.  681,  is  not  in  conflict.  In  that 
case  the  contest  was  between  the  company  and  its  own  stockholders. 
Five  directors  were  necessary  to  conduct  the  business.  After  one 
became  disqualified  by  insolvency,  the  other  four  took  proceedings 
by  which  they  attempted  to  enforce  a  forfeiture  against  some  of  their 
stockholders. 

Sir  George  Jessel,  master  of  the  rolls,  held  that  the  shareholders 
were  entitled  to  have  the  business  of  the  company  conducted  accord- 
ing to  the  articles  of  the  association  in  relation  to  that  proceeding. 
As  between  stockholders  and  the  company,  that  was  the  correct  rule. 

In  In  re  Country  Life  Assurance  Company,  L.  E.  6  Ch.  App.  Cas 
288,  a  policy  signed  by  three  de  facto  directojrs  of  the  company  was 
enforced  in  favor  of  the  party  insured. 
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Lord  Justice  Giffard  observed,  in  delivering  his  judgment,  that  he 
did  not  hesitate  to  say  that  the  business  of  companies  could  not  be 
carried  on  if  this  was  not  held  to  be  the  law. 

As  to  the  public,  Bell  was  clearly  a  director  de  facto,  and  the  cor- 
poration was  represented  in  the  affair  before  us  by  three  directors,  as 
required  by  the  statute. 

This  court  has  adjudged  that,  as  in  favor  of  creditors  and  third 
persons  dealing  with  a  corporation  in  good  faith,  the  regularity  and 
validity  of  its  organization,  effected  under  color  of  its  charter,  cannot 
be  impeached,  and  the  acts  of  its  officers,  who  are  officers  de  facto 
under  color  of  an  election,  are  binding  on  the  corporation.  Hacken- 
sack  Water  Co.  v.  De  Kay,  9  Stew.  Eq.  548. 

A  majority  of  the  directors  of  a  corporation,  in  the  absence  of  any 
statutory  regulation,  is  a  quorum,  and  such  majority,  when  convened, 
can  do  any  act  within  the  power  of  directors.  Wells  v.  Rahway 
Rubber  Co.,  4  C.  E.  Gr.  402. 

Under  these  cases,  the  fact  that  no  notice  of  the  meeting  of  direc- 
tors, at  which  the  mortgages  were  authorized,  was  given  to  Bell  can- 
not affect  the  validity  of  these  securities.  That  is  a  subject  into 
which  those  who  are  dealing  with  a  corporation  are  not  bound  to  in- 
quire. That  duty  falls  on  the  company  alone  when  it  holds  out  its  offi- 
cers as  its  accredited  agents.  Nothing  like  an  approach  to  safety 
could  exist  in  transactions  with  corporate  bodies  if  such  an  obligar 
tion  was  laid  upon  third  parties  contracting  with  them.  After  the 
most  careful  inquiry,  the  question  would  still  be  open  to  controversy. 

The  assignment  by  Bell  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  was  not  con- 
structive notice  to  the  appellants  that  he  had  ceased  to  become  a  share- 
holder.    Actual  notice  must  be  shown,  and  that  was  not  proven. 

Those  only  are  chargeable  with  constructive  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment who  seek  to  establish  a  title  to  his  individual  property. 

The  company  is  estopped  from  denying  the  authority  of  one  who  is, 
de  facto,  a  director,  and  in  that  capacity  authorized  to  represent  it. 

The  fact  that,  the  mortgage  to  the  bank  was  executed  to  secure  an 
antecedent  debt  does  not  impair  its  standing  as  between  the  corpora- 
tion and  its  creditor.  It  was  taken  in  good  faith,  and  it  was  as  much 
the  duty  of  the  company  to  pay  the  debt  as  though  it  had  been  con- 
tracted at  the  date  of  the  mortgage.  Knowles  Loom  Works  v.  Vacher 
et  al.,  Supreme  Court,  February  Term,  1895. 

So  far  as  the  mortgage  to  the  bank  is  a  lien  upon  personal  property, 
it  must  be  postponed  to  the  chattel  mortgages,  because  the  bank  failed 
to  record  it  as  a  chattel  mortgage.  The  decree  below  should  be  re- 
versed, with  costs  in  this  court  and  in  the  court  below,  and  the  secu- 
rities of  the  appellants  established  in  accordance  with  the  views 
herein  expressed.i 

1  In  Waterman  v.  Chicago  S.  R,  Co.,  139  111.  658,  the  court  said,  p.  665:  A  de  facto  offi- 
cer M  distinguished  on  the  one  hand  from  a  mere  usurper  of  an  office,  and  on  the  other  hand 
from  an  officer  dejure.    He  is  one  who  is  in  actual  possession  of  an  office  under  the  claim 
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(c)  Liability  of  Directors  for  Action  or  Inaction. 
LEEDS  COMPANY  v.   SHEPHERD. 

1887.   L.  B.  36  Ch.  Div.  78T. 

Stirling,  J.  There  appears  to  me  to  be  a  fundamental  difference 
between  the  two  classes  of  acts  in  respect  of  which  it  is  sought  to  fix 
the  defendants  with  liability.  It  is  now  settled  by  decisions  of  the 
House  of  Lords  and  Court  of  Appeal  that  the  capital  of  a  company 
formed  under  the  Act  of  1862  can  be  legally  applied  only  for  the  pur- 
poses specified  in  the  articles  of  association.  The  capital  may  be  lost 
in  the  course  of  such  application,  and  creditors  or  other  persons  deal- 
ing with  the  company  must  take  that  risk ;  but  they  are  entitled  to 
act  on  the  faith  that  no  part  of  the  capital  will  be  applied  to  any  other 
purpose,  and  in  particular  that  no  part  of  the  capital  will  be  returned 
to  the  shareholders  except  in  the  cases  and  under  the  safeguards  in 
and  under  which  a  reduction  of  capital  is  permitted  by  the  various 
Acts  of  Parliament. 

Among  the  objects  for  which  the  present  company  was  formed  was 
the  lending  of  money  on  security ;  and  the  acts  of  the  directors  with 
reference  to  any  advances  they  made  were  within  the  powers  of  the 
company :  but  if  (as  is  alleged)  they  paid  dividends  out  of  capital, 
their  acts  in  this  respect  were  beyond  the  powers  of  the  company  and 
contrary  to  law. 

It  has  now  been  decided  that  directors  are  trustees  or  quasi  trustees 
of  the  capital  of  the  company,  and  are  liable  as  trustees  for  any  breach 
of  duty  as  regards  the  application  of  it ;  but  when  such  liability  is 
sought  to  be  enforced,  it  has  to  be  determined  on  the  facts  of  each  par- 
ticular case  whether  a  breach  of  duty  has  been  committed. 

Now  it  is  obvious  that  the  duties  of  the  directors  of  a  trading  com- 
pany with  reference  to  advances  on  security  made  in  the  course  of 
conducting  the  business  of  a  company  formed  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing such  advances,  are  totally  different  from  those  (for  example)  of 
the  trustees  of  a  settlement.  The  funds  which  form  the  subject  of  a 
settlement  are  intended  to  be  preserved  for  the  benefit  of  those  who 

and  color  of  an  election  or  appointment,  and  is  in  the  exercise  of  its  functions  and  in  tlie 
discliarge  of  its  duties.  In  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations  (sec.  287),  it  is  said;  "  The  best 
definition  we  have  seen  of  an  officer  de  facto  is  that  given  by  Lord  Ellenborongh  in  The 
King  v.  The  Corporation  of  Bedford  Level,  6  East,  368."  That  definition  is  this:  "An  offi- 
cer de  facto  is  one  who  has  the  reputation  of  being  the  officer  he  assumes  to  be,  and  yet  is 
not  a  good  officer  in  point  of  law,"  In  Vaccari  v.  Maxwell,  3  Blatchf.  368,  the  court  says: 
"  We  think,  however,  that  the  decisions  in  relation  to  the  acts  of  officers  de  facto  are  rea- 
sonably to  be  restricted  to  those  who  hold  office  under  some  degree  of  notoriety,  or  are  in 
the  exercise  of  continuous  official  acts,  or  are  in  the  possession  of  a  place  which  has  the 
character  of  a  public  office."  In  State  ex  rel.  Corey  v.  Curtis,  9  Nev.  325,  it  is  said:  "In 
order  to  make  a  person  an  officer  de  facto,  the  law  requires  that  he  should  in  some  waj'  be 
put  into  the  office,  and  that  he  should  also  have  secured  such  a  holding  thereof  as  to  be 
considered  really  in  peaceable  possession  and  actually  exercising  the  functions  of  an 
officer." 
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may  successively  become  entitled  to  them,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  trus- 
tees making  advances  out  of  such  funds  to  take  care  that  the  securities 
they  obtain  are  such  as  will  expose  the  beneficiaries  to  as  little  risk 
of  loss  as  may  be.  The  funds  embarked  in  a  trading  company,  on  the 
other  hand,  are  placed  under  the  control  of  the  directors  in  order  that 
they  may  be  employed  for  the  acquisition  of  gain,  and  risk  (greater  or 
less,  according  to  circumstances)  is  of  the  very  essence  of  such  em- 
ployment. When  the  advance  of  money  on  security  is  one  of  the 
objects  of  such  a  company,  the  acts  of  directors  with  reference  to  the 
advances  are  to  be  judged,  not  by  the  rules  which  have  been  laid  down 
as  to  the  investment  of  settled  funds,  but  (more  nearly  at  all  events) 
by  those  which  regulate  the  duties  of  the  managing  partners  of  an 
ordinary  trading  firm  as  between  themselves  and  those  partners  who 
do  not  take  an  active  part  iu  the  conduct  of  the  firm's  business. 

Accordingly,  it  is  settled  by  such  cases  as  Overend  &  Gurnet/  Co.  v. 
Gibb^  and  Tuvquand  v.  Marshall^  that  directors  are  not  to  be  made 
liable  for  loss  occasioned  by  mere  imprudence  or  error  of  judgment  in 
the  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred  on  them.  The  case  sought  to  be 
made  against  the  defendants  with  regard  to  the  advances  complained 
of  falls  within  this  rule,  and,  indeed,  after  the  evidence  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff  was  given,  this  head  of  complaint  was  abandoned  by  the 
plaintiff's  counsel,  and  so  much  of  the  action  as  relates  to  it  must  be 
dismissed. 

The  case  as  regards  the  payment  of  dividends  out  of  capital  stands 
in  a  very  different  position,  and  the  law  as  regards  it  is  perhaps  not 
yet  completely  settled.  It  follows  from  the  decisions  in  In  re  National 
Funds  Assurance  Company  '  and  Flitcrofls  Case  *  that  directors  who 
make  such  payments,  either  with  actual  knovif ledge  that  the  capital  of 
the  company  is  being  misappropriated  or  with  knowledge  of  the  facts 
which  establish  the  misappropriation,  are  liable  as  for  a  breach  of 
trust.  The  present  case  does  not  fall  within  those  which  I  have  just 
mentioned,  for  I  am  unable  on  the  evidence  before  me  to  arrive  at  the 
conclusion  that  the  directors  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  real  state 
of  the  company's  affairs.  I  have,  however,  the  guidance  of  the  recent 
judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Kay  in  In  re  Oxford  Benefit  Building  arid 
Investment  Society,^  a  case  which  was  much — I  may  almost  say  ex- 
clusively—  relied  on  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and  which, 
although  it  is  not  precisely  identical  with  the  present,  nevertheless 
closely  resembles  it  in  many  of  its  features.  The  judgment  was  given 
after  an  elaborate  argument  by  very  eminent  counsel,  and  after  full 
consideration  by  the  learned  judge  who  decided  it,  and  it  is  certainly 
an  authority  not  to  be  departed  from  by  a  judge  of  coordinate  juris- 
diction except  on  the  clearest  ground. 

In  that  case  as  in  the  present  it  was  contended  that  directors  who 
had  continually  paid  dividends  out  of  capital  could  not  be  made  liable 

1  Uw  Kep.  a  H.  L.  480.  2  Ibid.  4  Ch.  376.  »  10  Ch.  D.  118. 

4  21  Ch.  D.  519,  6  35  Ch.  D.  502. 
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unless  their  conduct  amounted  to  fraud.  "  From  that  proposition," 
says  the  learned  judge,  "  I  must  express  my  dissent,"  and  he  accord- 
ingly held  that  directors  who  had  omitted  to  lay  before  the  share- 
holders proper  accounts  of  income  and  expenditure  and  balance-sheets, 
and  who  acted  negligently  or  carelessly  as  regards  the  ascertaining  of 
the  profits  which  they  professed  to  divide,  were  jointly  and  severally 
liable  to  repay  the  sums  improperly  paid  out  of  capital  by  way  of 
dividends. 

It  was,  however,  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  that  the 
case  of  In  re  Oxford  Benefit  Building  and  Investment  Society  ^  was  in- 
consistent with  previous  decisions  which  were  binding  on  me,  and  in 
support  of  that  proposition  there  were  cited  Overend  &  Gurney  Co.  v. 
Gibb,"  Turquand  v.  Marshall,'  and  other  oases  of  the  same  class. 
These,  however,  are  distinguishable  on  the  ground  that,  as  I  have 
already  endeavored  to  point  out,  they  relate  to  acts  within  the  powers 
of  the  directors,  and  not  to  acts  (such  as  payment  of  dividends  out  of 
capital)  which  are  heyond  the  legal  powers  of  the  directors  or  of  the 
company.  The  law  prohibits  the  payment  of  dividends  out  of  capital, 
and  it  may  well  be  that  directors  are  called  upon  to  exercise  greater 
care  when  they  are  in  danger  of  violating  such  prohibition  than  when 
they  apply  the  capital  for  purposes  imquestionably  within  the  objects 
of  the  company.  So,  if  a  company  were  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
working  a  mine,  it  might  be  the  duty  of  those  engaged  in  superin- 
tending its  operations  to  exercise  greater  care  when  they  approach 
their  neighbor's  property  and  are  in  danger  of  committing  a  trespass 
than  when  the  scene  of  action  is  undeniably  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  company's  property.  .  .  . 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  views  expressed  by  the  learned  judges  who 
decided  Manors  Case  *  are  consistent  with  the  proposition  that  direct- 
ors who  are  proved  to  have  in  fact  paid  a  dividend  out  of  capital  fail 
to  excuse  themselves  if  they  have  not  taken  reasonable  care  to  secure 
the  preparation  of  estimates  and  statements  of  account  such  as  it  was 
their  duty  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the  shareholders,  and  have  de- 
clared the  dividends  complained  of  without  having  exercised  thereon 
their  judgment  as  mercantile  men  on  the  estimates  and  statements  of 
account  submitted  to  them ;  and  if  this  be  so.  In  re  Oxford  Benefit 
Building  and  Investment  Society '  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  conflict 
with  Ranee's  Case. 

1  35  Ch.  D.  502.  2  Law  Rep.  5  H.  L.  480.  «  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  376. 

*  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  104.  '  35  Ch.  D.  502. 
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HALE  V.  MASON. 

1899.    160  If.  r.  561. 

Baetlett,  J.  This  action  was  begun  by  the  St.  Lawrence  Manu- 
facturing Company  in  the  early  part  of  1891,  to  recover  damages  of 
the  defendant,  who  was  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  company,  by  reason 
of  his  alleged  misconduct,  which  prevented  the  consummation  of  con- 
tracts that  would  have  proved  of  great  value  to  the  company. 

This  corporation  had  its  general  ofB.ce  and  factory  at  Gouverneur, 
St.  Lawrence  County,  and  its  business  consisted  in  manufacturing 
agricultural  implements,  principally  disc  harrows  and  wagons  and 
their  attachments. 

The  transaction  covered  by  this  litigation  took  place  principally  in 
the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety. 

It  is  established  by  uncontradicted  evidence  that  the  annual  report 
of  the  directors  to  the  stockholders  on  the  1st  of  January,  1890,  dis- 
closed that  the  capital  of  the  company  was  materially  impaired  and 
during  the  years  1888-89  very  serious  losses  had  been  made. 

In  a  letter  that  Corbin,  the  president  of  the  company,  addressed  to 
the  defendant  on  the  10th  of  April,  1890,  he  said,  among  other  things : 
"  I  do  not  hesitate  to  tell  you  that  the  outlook  is  not  sufficiently  pro- 
mising here  to  warrant  me  in  spending  the  most  valuable  years  of  my 
life  in  trying  to  work  out  a  profit  for  my  friends.  The  past  eight 
weeks  has  been  a  revelation  to  us  all.  The  bottom  of  the  disc  har- 
row trade  seems  to  have  dropped  out  entirely  throughout  the  eastern 
states.  The  market  has  been  flooded  with  cheap  instruments,  and  the 
agents  from  every  establishment  in  the  country  swarm  over  our  disc 
harrow  district  long  before  we  could  get  at  it,  and  we  are  going  to 
experience  great  difficulty  in  unloading  even  one  half  of  the  machines 
that  we  have  ready  for  the  market." 

Under  these  discouraging  circumstances,  it  was  discussed  by  the 
board  of  directors  whether  it  would  not  be  wise  to  transfer  the  busi- 
ness of  the  corporation  to  some  western  state,  where  manufacturing 
could  be  conducted  under  more  favorable  conditions  and  the  market 
more  readily  reached. 

The  result  was  that  a  resolution  was  passed  April  2, 1890,  appoint- 
ing the  president  of  the  plaintiff  company  and  Mr.  Mason,  the  defend- 
ant, a  committee  to  find  the  best  terms  that  could  be  made  for  this 
removal. 

Shortly  before  this,  a  contract  had  been  drafted  between  the  East 
Omaha  Land  Company  and  the  plaintiff  corporation,  subject  to  the 
ratification  of  the  stockholders  of  the  latter,  which  provided  in  sub- 
stance that  the  land  company  would  donate  to  the  manufacturing 
company  five  acres  of  land  for  the  purpose  of  locating  its  business, 
trackage  facilities  connecting  their  factory  with  the  Union  Pacific 
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Eailroad,  and  money  to  the  extent  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  for  the 
purpose  of  moving  its  plant  and  erecting  its  buildings. 

While  the  defendant  is  charged  with  having  prevented  the  execu- 
tion of  this  contract,  the  evidence  shows  that  the  stockholders  of  the 
plaintiff  never  ratified  the  contract,  and  that  it  was  voluntarily  aban- 
doned by  the  company  for  the  reason  that  a  more  advantageous  agree- 
ment was  secured  later  at  Minneapolis,  in  the  State  of  Minnesota. 

On  the  23d  of  April,  1890,  four  individuals,  as  parties  of  the  first 
part,  made  a  contract  with  the  plaintiff  corporation,  as  party  of  the 
second  part,  which  in  substance  provided  that  they  would  donate  five 
acres  of  land  for  building  purposes,  trackage  facilities  from  railroad 
to  factory,  and  a  cash  bonus  of  thirty  thousand  dollars,  paid  in  speci- 
fied instalments,  five  thousand  dollars  of  which  was  paid  down  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  contract.  This  five  thousand  dollars 
was  paid  to  Corbin,  the  president  of  the  company,  who  conducted  the 
Minneapolis  negotiations  from  beginning  to  end. 

It  seems  that  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  lands  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  the  real  estate  that  was  to  be  benefited  by  the  contract 
with  the  East  Omaha  Land  Company,  and  his  associates  in  the  owner- 
ship of  adjacent  land  were  of  opinion  that  he  should  contribute  his  fair 
share  to  the  bonus  that  was  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  company.  Tf) 
this  the  defendant  made  objection,  and  it  seems  to  have  been,  to  some 
extent,  an  obstacle  to  further  negotiations.  He  offered  to  turn  in,  as 
a  payment  of  his  share  of  the  bonus,  certain  lands  that  he  owned  in 
that  locality,  but  his  figures  were  deemed  too  high. 

It  also  appears  that  he  had  originally  made  an  agreement  with 
Corbin,  the  president  of  the  plaintiff  company,  by  which  he  was  to 
receive  a  bonus  from  his  own  company  of  $3200.00  if  the  arrange- 
ment went  through. 

When  the  defendant  was  advised  that  the  Minneapolis  deal  was 
closed  he  immediately  wrote  to  Corbin,  who  had  returned  to  the  State 
of  New  York,  that  he  would  expect  the  same  bonus  in  the  Minneapolis 
matter  that  had  been  promised  him  in  the  Omaha  contract. 

Corbin  replied  that  there  was  no  basis  for  such  a  claim  on  the  de- 
fendant's part,  and  this  circumstance  led  to  a  bitter  quarrel  between 
Corbin  and  the  defendant,  which  appears  in  the  evidence,  both  in 
correspondence  and  personal  interviews. 

In  substance  it  came  to  this  :  That  the  defendant  Mason  said  that 
Corbin  had  imposed  upon  the  Minneapolis  parties  by  false  statements 
as  to  the  condition  of  the  New  York  corporation,  and  that  the  deal 
could  never  go  through  if  the  Minnesota  parties  knew  the  exact 
truth  in  regard  to  the  matter. 

He  further  stated  to  Corbin  that  he  felt  it  was  his  duty  in  the 
premises,  as  many  of  his  friends  in  Minnesota  were  interested  in  the 
matter,  to  advise  them  that  they  had  better  send  an  expert  east  and 
look  into  the  true  condition  of  the  plaintiff  company.  This  he  did, 
and  an  expert  named  Boshart  was  sent  down  to  Gouverneur ;  but,  as  he 
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seemed  to  be  in  the  interest  of  Mason,  and  was  not  duly  accredited 
in  the  estimation  of  the  company's  officers,  he  was  refused  access  to 
the  books  and  factory  of  the  corporation.  He  returned  to  Minnesota, 
and  later  Corbin  visited  Minneapolis  and  had  an  interview  with  the 
parties  who  had  executed  the  contract  with  him,  in  which  he  stated 
that  his  representations  were  not  false  or  fraudulent,  and  he  trusted 
the  contract  would  be  carried  out ;  that  the  company  was  ready  to 
perform  on  its  part. 

He  also  stated  that  he  was  willing  to  pay  the  expenses  of  an  expert 
to  come  east  and  examine  the  general  condition  of  the  company. 
Matters  were  held  in  suspension  at  this  point,  and  an  expert'named 
Allen  was  sent  to  Gouverneur  and  spent  over  a  week  in  examining  the 
machinery  and  books  of  account  of  the  company.  Allen  was  an  ex- 
pert in  the  carriage  manufacturing  business,  as  well  as  an  accountant. 
On  his  return  to  Minneapolis,  he  made  a  report  to  the  parties  in  in- 
terest there,  which  was  exceedingly  unfavorable,  and  showed  that  Cor- 
bin's  representations  were  not  wholly  trustworthy.  For  instance,  he 
found  figures  that  had  been  placed  upon  the  book  accounts  were  far 
too  high,  and  that  accounts  that  had  been  charged  off  to  profit  and 
loss  were  revived  and  put  among  the  live  assets ;  that  the  machinery 
account  that  stood  at  $12,000  should  be  reduced  to  $3500,  much  of 
the  machinery  being  old  and  valueless  ;  instead  of  a  thousand  wagons 
having  been  sold  by  the  plaintiff  company,  he  thought  the  number 
should  be  reduced  to  two  hundred  or  two  hundred  and  fifty,  and  as  to 
the  patent  account  covering  the  disc  harrows,  he  found  that  licenses 
had  been  disposed  of  for  the  central  states  to  a  concern  in  Illinois, 
and  the  same  was  true  of  very  large  interests  on  the  Pacific  coast ;  he 
also  found  that  Corbin's  representations  as  to  the  value  of  the  particu- 
lar kind  of  wagon  manufactured  by  the  company  were  exaggerated', 
and  that  a  steel  axle,  which  was  claimed  to  be  a  valuable  feature  of 
it,  was  not  a  practical  thing  from  a  mechanical  standpoint. 

Without  going  further  into  detail,  he  summed  up  that  to  take  this 
eastern  company  would  mean,  practically,  that  they  had  to  run  it  and 
furnish  the  capital  to  keep  it  going,  and  get  no  benefit  of  the  transac- 
tion, except  to  dispose  of  certain  lands  in  the  neighborhood  of  the 
factory.  He  afterwards  added  that  the  real  estate  that  Corbin  had 
valued  at  $8000  in  Gouverneur  only  cost  the  company  about  $4000 ; 
he  also  stated  that  he  was  not  influenced  in  this  report  in  any  way  by 
the  action  of  the  defendant. 

The  result  of  this  report  led  to  an  abandonment  of  the  Minnesota 
contract,  the  parties  of  the  first  part  refusing  to  go  on  with  the  per- 
formance of  it,  on  the  ground  that  they  had  been  deceived  as  to  the 
real  condition  of  the  eastern  company.  A  subsequent  effort  was  made 
to  get  the  parties  together  in  a  new  contract,  but  it  failed. 

It  was  after  these  transactions  that  the  company,  before  it  passed 
into  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  who  now  represents  this  litigation  on  its 
behalf,  decided  to  bring  this  action  against  the  defendant  for  $53,000; 
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damages,  by  reason  of  having  prevented  the  execution  of  these  con- 
tracts. 

At  the  close  of  all  the  evidence  the  defendant's  counsel  moved  for 
a  nonsuit  on  six  distinct  grounds,  only  one  of  which  need  be  noticed, 
as  the  learned  trial  judge  placed  his  granting  of  the  motion  on  that 
particular  ground,  to  wit,  that  there  is  no  proof  that  the  defendant 
performed  any  act  preventing  the  execution  of  the  contract,  Exhibit 
"  B,"  with  the  Minneapolis  parties. 

The  trial  judge  had  previously  suggested  that  the  contract  with 
the  East  Omaha  Land  Company  had  been  voluntarily  abandoned  by  the 
plaintiff  company,  and  that  the  sole  issue  in  this  case  was  under  the 
Minneapolis  agreement. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  this  record  is  not  particularly  creditable, 
either  to  the  president  of  the  company  or  to  this  defendant.  The 
former  is  shown  to  have  concealed  the  truth  in  regard  to  this  well- 
nigh  nioribund  corporation,  and  the  defendant  seems  willing  to  have 
done  the  same  thing  if  his  bonus  of  $3200  had  been  paid  him  under 
the  Minnesota  contract.  Nevertheless,  it  was  due  to  the  defendant's 
suggestion  that  the  affairs  of  the  plaintiff  company  were  examined  by 
the  parties  to  the  Minnesota  contract. 

As  matter  of  honest  business  dealing  the  defendant  performed 
only  an  obvious  duty  when  he  advised  the  Minnesota  parties  that 
material  facts  in  regard  to  the  condition  of  the  plaintiff  company  had 
been  concealed  from  them,  and  it  seems  perfectly  clear  that  the  report 
of  Allen,  the  second  expert,  resulted  in  the  abandonment  of  this  cour 
tract,  and  that  no  act  of  the  defendant  can  be  regarded  in  law  as  the 
proximate  cause  of  this  result. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


414  SPERING'S  APPEAli. 


SPEEING'S    APPEAL. 

1872.    71  Pa.  Slate,  11. 

The  National  Safetj^Insuranca4;Tid  Trust  Company  became  insol- 
vent in  the  winter  of  1860-1861,  ana  losses  toalarge  amount  were 
sustained  by  its  depositors.  They  made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  on  the  18th  of  April,  1861,  to  Henry  L.  Berner,  and 
others.  Spering,  the  plaintiff,  was  afterwards  appointed  trustee  in 
their  place.  This  bill  was  brought  by  the  trustee  to  compel  the  direc- 
tors and  others,  alleged  to  be  connected  with  them,  to  make  good  the 
losses,  on  the  ground  of  fraudulent  mismanagement. 

Shaeswood,  J.  —  This  bill  was  filed  by  the  appellant  as  the  as- 
signee of  the  "National  Safety  Insurance  and  Trust  Company," 
against  the  defendants,  who  were  directors  of  the  corporation,  alle- 
ging fraudulent,  illegal  and  improper  management  of  its  affairs,  ex- 
tending over  a  period  of  more  than  ten  years,  from  1850  to  1861. 
The  case  upon  the  bill,  answers  and  proofswas  referred  to  a  Master, 
who  reported  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed  and  a  pro  forma  decree 
was  entered  accordingly. 

Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  record  and  paper-books,  which 
make  up  nine  hundred  and  sixty-six  printed  octavo  pages,  we  have 
come  to  the  following  conclusions  of  fact,  which  are  supported  also 
by  the  opinion  of  the  Master.  First,  That  no  fraudulent  conduct  is 
imputable  to  any  one  of  the  defendants,  at  any  period  of  time  during 
their  administration  of  the  trust.  No  pp.mirfijiry  pdvij.ntajTR,  to  the 
amount  of  a  dollar,  was  ever  realized  or  sought  by  any  one  of  them. 
There  was  no  embezzlemei;t  or  misappropriation  of  the  funds  by  any 
officer  or  agent  of  the  corporation.  There  is  no  pretence  that  the 
defendants  are  liable  to  account  upon  either  of  these  grounds.  "  One 
fact,"  says  the  Master,  "is  quite  clear  —  that  none  of  the  defendants 
have  made  any  profit  out  of  their  transactions  which  was  not  common 
to  all  the  stockholders."  Second,  That  in  regard  to  investments,  and 
the  mode  of  transacting  the  business  —  the  legality  of  which  under 
the  charter  is  questioned  —  the  defendants  uniformly  acted  under 
legal_advice.  "  It  appears  in  the  evidence,"  says  the  report,  "  that 
tM^defendants  always  acted  upon  legal  advice,  as  to  the  mode  of 
doing  business  and  making  investments.  No  important  step  was  ever 
taken  without  first  obtaining  the  advice  of  the  solicitor."  Third, 
Looking  at  the  history  of  the  institution  in  the  light  of  subsequent 
events,  its  direction  was  unwise  andjmfortur^e.  The  money  of  the 
II ,  depositors  was  not  invested  in  first-rate  and  perfectly  safe  securities, 
I  I  as  they  engaged  to  do,  and  as  the  funds  of  such  a  charity  unques- 
'  \tionably  ought  to  be.     Loans  were  largely  made  upon^ery  doubt- 
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ful  collaterals.  Their  inYestments  in  ^real  estate  were  injudicious. 
They  lost  from  a  failure  to  insure.  They  sought  to  realize  large  pro- 
fits at  usurioys-caissj»fji2erest.  The  crash  came  in  1860,  just  before 
the  breaking  out  of  the  civil_war.  All  doubtful  securities  fell  in  the 
market.  Their  debtors  went  to  the  wall.  In  the  vain  attempt  to  sus- 
tain their  credit  they  sacrificed  securities  and  collaterals.  Had  they 
stopped  and  made  an^a^signmentatonce,  a  large  amount  of  the  loss 
which  subsequently  fell  upon  them  would  undoubtedly  have  been 
prevented.  The  story  might  be  much  amplified  by  entering  into  a 
detail  of  particulars  :  but  the  conclusion  would  be  the  same.  Such 
is  a  brief  resume  of  the  facts.  It  is  not  the  history  of  this  institu- 
tion alone,  but  of  many  others  in  this  country. 

The  broad  question  then  is,  whether  upon  such  a  state  of  facts,  the 
directors  of  a  corporation  can  be  made  to  account  for  losses  arising 
from  mismanagement  merely. 

It  is  by  no  means  a  well-settled  point  what  is  the  precise  relation 
which  directors  sustain  to  stockholders.  They  are  undoubtedly  said 
in  many  authorities  to  .betrustees,  but  that  as  I  apprehend  is  only  in 
a  general  sense,  as  we  term  an  agent  or  any  bailee  intrusted  with  the 
care  and  management  of  the  property  of  another.  It  is  certain  that 
they  are  not  technida,l  trustees.  They  can  only  be  regarded  as  man- 
datories —  persons  ^vfEo'have'^ratuitously  undertaken  to  perform  cer- 
tain duties,  and  who  are  therefore  bound  to  apply  ordinary  skill  and 
diligence,  but  no  more.  Indeed,  as  the  directors  are  themselves  stock- 
holders, interested  as  well  as  all  others  that  the  affairs  and  business 
of  the  corporation  should  be  successful,  when  we  ascertain  and  deter- 
mine that  they  have  not  sought  to  make  any  profit  not  common  to  all 
the  stockholders,  we  raise  a  strong  presumption  that  they  have  brought 
to  the  administration  their  best  judgment  and  skill.  Ought  they  to 
be  held  responsible  for  mistakes  of  judgment  or  want  of  skill  and 
knowledge  ?  They  have  been  requested  by  theii?  CO-StOekhOlders  to 
Ijake'tlieir'positions,  and  they  have  given  their  services  without  compen- 
sation. We  are  dealing  now  with  their  responsibility  to  stockholders, 
not  to  outside  parties  — 'creditors  and  depositors!  It  is  unnecessary 
to  consider  what  the  rule  may  be  as  to  them.  Upon  a  close  examina- 
tion of  all  the  reported  cases,  although  there  are  many jiiciii-  not  easily 
reconcilable/yet  I  have  found  no  judgment  or  decree  which  has  held 
directors  to  account,  except  when  they  have  themselves  been  person- 
ally guilty  of  some  fraud  on  the  corporation,  or  have  known  and  con- 
nived at  some  fraud  in  others,  or  where  such  fraud  might  have  been 
prevented  had  they  given  ordinary  attention  to  their  dutiesT]  I  do 
not  mean  to  say  by  any  liieans  that  their  responsibility  is  limited  to 
these  cases,  and  that  there  might  not  exist  such  a  case  of  negligence 
or  of  acts  clearly  ultra  vires,  as  would  make  perfectly  honest  direct- 
ors^_personallv  liable — -But  it  is  evident  that  gentlemen  elected  by 
the  stockholders  from  their  own  body  ought  not  to  be  judged  by  the 
same  strict  standard  as  the  agent  or  trustee  of  a  private  estate.    Were 
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such  a  rule  applied,  no  gentlemen  of   character  and  responsibility 
would  be  found  willing  to  accept  such  places.     The  authorities  I 
I  \  think  fully  endorse  these  views. 

The  leading  case  is  The  Charitable  Gorporation  v.  Sutton,  2  Atk. 
400,  which  was  treated  by  Lord  Hardwicke  as  a  case  of  fraud  entirely. 
Five  of  the  managers  or  committee-men  entered  into  a  confederacy  to 
loan  out  money  to  their  own  storekeeper,  upon  whom  was  devolved 
the  duty  of  putting  an  estimate  upon  the  value  of  the  pledges ;  the 
others  connived  at  the  fraud.  "  It  is  such  a  notorious  fraud  or  at 
least  gross  inattention,"  said  the  Lord  Chancellor,  "to  suffer  him, 
who  was  to  set  a  value  on  all  the  pledges,  to  borrow  money  upon 
them  himself,  that  I  shall  direct  those  who  appear  to  be  guilty  of  it 
to  make  good  the  loss.  |£ommittee-men  are  most  properly  agents  to 
those  who  employ  them  in  the  trust  and  who  empower  them  to  direct 
and  superintend  the  affairs  of  the  corporation.  If  some  persons  are 
guilty  of  gross  non-attendance  and  leave  the  management  entirely 
to  others,  they  may  be  guilty  by  this  means  of  the  breaches  of  trust 
that  are  committed  by  others."  1  So  accordingly  in  I'he  York  and 
North  Midland  Railway  Company  v.  Hudson,  16  Beavan  495,  rBe 
chairman  of  a  railway  company  appropriated  unallotted  shares  to  the 
use  of  various  persons,  whose  names  he  did  not  mention,  in  order  to 
secure  or  reward  services  which  he  declined  to  state,  but  which  it  was 
insinuated  was  in  the  nature  of  "  secret  service  money ;  "  it  was  held 
that  if  the  defendant  had  applied  the  property  of  the  company  in  a 
manner  which  would  not  bear  the  light,  he  must  suffer  the  conse- 
quences, and  that  being  charged  with  the  receipt  of  the  money,  he 
could  not  discharge  himself  by  the  suggestion  of  such  an  applicatiQnr] 
In  Williams  v.  Page,  24  Beavan  661,  Sir  John  Eomilly  said,  in  treaE^ 
iug  a  director  as  a  trustee :  "  The  trust  no  doubt  is  a  peculiar  one." 
In  Great  Luxembourg  Railway  Co.  v.  Magnay,  25  Beavan  592,  he 
held  that  if  a  director  enters  into  a  contract  for  the  company  he  can- 
not personally  derive  any  benefit  from  it.  So  also  in  Ex  paHe  Ben- 
nett, 18  Beavan  339,  directors  of  a  public  company  are  trustees  for 
the  shareholders,  and  their  private  interests  must  yield  to  their  pnb- 
lic_duty  wherever  they  are  contiicting!  In  Turquard  v.  Marshall,  3 
Equity  (Law  Eep.)  127,  which  is  the  last  English  case  on  the  subject, 
Lord  Eomilly,  M.  E.,  held  directors  liable,  first,  for  not  calling  a 
meeting  of  the  shareholders  under  a  clause  of  the  charter  requiring 
them  to  do  so,  on  the  exhaustion  of  their  surplus  fund,  and  second, 
for  loaning  money  to  one  of  themselves  without  security.  He  used 
however  this  language :  that  if  directors  have  been  guilty  of  gross 
and  palpable  breach  of  trust,  which  cannot  be  set  right  by  a  public 
meeting  of  the  company,  they  may  be  made  responsible  for  their  mis- 
conduct. On  appeal,  however,  the  decree  of  Lord  Eomilly,  holding 
the  directors  personally '  liable,  was  reversed  by  Lord  Chancellor 
Hatherley,  4  Chancery  Appeals  (Law  Eep.)  386.  He  said :  "  There 
was  no  fraud  alleged,  nor  was  it  alleged  that  the  directors  applied  the 
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funds  of  the  company  to  their  own  use,  or  in  any  way  except  in  what 
they  thought  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  however  incorrect 
their  course  might  have  been."  Then  as  to  the  loan  to  Higgins  (the 
co-director)  :  "  The  statement  of  this  in  the  bill  was  only  as  part  of 
the  general  misconduct  of  the  directors,  and  the  loan  was  only  men- 
tioned as  one  of  the  losses  incurred.  There  was  no  specific  allegation 
of  any  impropriety  in  lending  the  money  to. him,  nor  was  any  specific 
relief  prayed  in  this  respect.  Itwas  within  the  powers  of  the  deed 
to  lend  to  a  brother  director,  and^owever  foolLsh  the  loan  might  have 
been,  so  long  as  it  was  within  the  powers  of  the  directors,  the  court 
could  not  interfere  and  make  them  liabi^  They  were  intrusted  with 
full  powers  of  lending  the  money,  and  it  was  part  of  the  business  of 
the  concern  to  trust  people  with  money,  and  their  trusting  to  an 
undue  extent  was  not  a  matter  with  which  they  could  be  fixed,  unless 
there  was  something  more  alleged,  as,  for  instance,  that  it  was  done 
fraudulently  and  improperly  and  not  merely  by  a  default  of  judg- 
ment. Whatever  may  have  been  the  amount  lent  to  anybody,  how- 
ever ridiculous  and  absurd  their  conduct  might  seem,  it  was  the 
misfortune  of  the  company  that  they  chose  such  unwise  directors ; 
but  as  long  as  they  kept  within  the  powers  of  their  deed,  the  court 
could  not  interfere  with  the  discretion  exercised  by  them." 

To  pass  now  from  the  English  to  the  A.merican  cases :  Koehler  v. 
The  Black  River  Falls  Iron  Co.,  2  Black  S.  C.  716,  was  a  case  of 
fraud.  Mr.  Justice  Davis  said :  "  Instead  of  honestly  endeavoring  to 
effect  a  loan  of  money  advantageously  for  the  benefit  of  the  corpora- 
tion, these  directors,  in  violation  of  their  duty  and  in  betrayal  of 
their  trust,  secured  their  own  debts  to  the  injury  of  the  stockholders 
and  creditors.  Directors  cannot  thus  deal  with  the  important  inter- 
ests intrusted  to  their  management.  They  hold  a  place  of  trust,  and 
by  accepting  the  trust  are  obliged  to  execute  it  with  fidelity,  not  for 
their  own  benefit,  but  for  the  common  benefit  of  the  stockholders  of  i 
the  corporation."  In  Scott  v.  Depeyster,  1  Edw.  Ch.  Eep.  513,  the 
object  of  the  bill  was  to  make  the  directors  liable  for  money  embezzled 
by  their  gpf.vRtajy  nn  the  frround  of  their  nes;ligence.  So,  in  Bohinson 
V.  Smith,  3  Paige  222,  the  bill  alleged  that  the  directors  had  engaged  in 
a  gambling  speculation  in  stocks,  wholly  unauthorized  by  the  charter, 
which  was  carried  on  to  subserve  their  own  individual  interests  and 
purposes.  On  demurrer  to  the  billjflF  was  of  course  held  that  the 
directors  of  a  corporation,  who  wilfully  abuse  their  trust  or  misapply 
the  funds  of  the  company  by  which  a  loss  is  sustained,  are  personally 
liable  as  trustees  to  make  good  that  loss,  and  they  are  also  liable  if 
they  suffer  the  corporate  funds  to  be  lost  or  wasted  by  gross  negli- 
gence and  inattention  to  the  duties  of  their  triSt^  In  the  same  cate- 
gory is  Taylor  v.  Miami  Exporting  Compemy,  STTammond  (Ohio)  162 ; 
Verplanck  v.  Mercantile  Insurance  Co.,  1  Edw.  Ch.  EefK  84 ;  Bank  of 
St.  Mary  v.  St.  John,  25  Alab.  N.  S.  666 ;  Butts  v.  Wood,  38  Bark 
181 ;  s.  c.  37  New  York  317.    In  The  Franklin  Fire  Insurance  Co.  y. 
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Jenkins,  3  Wend.  130,  whicli  was  an  action  on  the  case  in  which  the 
declaration  alleged  against  directors  "  want  of  care  and  attention," 
and  also  "  corrupt  and  wilful  mismanagement,"  a  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained Sutherland,  J.,  remarking :  "  These  are  very  different  allega^- 
tions  and  require  distinct  and  different  answers."  Lexington  &  Ohio 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Bridge,  7  B.  Monroe  566,  was  a  bill  by  creditors  against 
directors  for  making  a  dividend  when  no  profits  existed.  "  We  are 
satisfied,"  say  the  court,  "  that  if  they  were  guilty  of  negligence  to 
any  extent  it  is  not  of  that  gross  and  palpable  character  that  would 
render  their  conduct  so  reprehensible  as  to  subject  them  to  the  impu- 
tation of  a  personal  or  even  a  legal  fraud."  In  Godbold  v.  Branch 
Bank  at  Mobile,  11  Alab.  191,  it  was  decided  that  the  directors  of  a 
bank  are  not  responsible  for  an  injury  to  the  bank  caused  by  their  act, 
originating  in  an  error  of  judgment,  unless  the  act  be  so  grossly 
wrong  as  to  warrant  the  imputation  of  fraud  or  the  want  of  the  ne- 
cessary knowledge  for  the  performance  of  the  duty  assumed  by  them 
on  accepting  the  agency.  In  Hodges  v.  New  England  Screw  Co.,  1 
Ehode  Island  312,  in  dismissing  the  bill,  Greene,  C.  J.,  observed :  "  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  directors  sought  or  secured  to  themselves 
any  benefit  or  advantage  which  was  not  common  to  all  the  other 
stockholders  of  the  Screw  Company."  See  also  Neall  v.  Hill,  16  Cali- 
fOTjiia  145. 

Fjt  seems  unnecessary  to  pursue  this  investigation  any  further. 
These  citations,  which  might  be  multiplied,  establish,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  that  while  directors  are  personally  responsible  to  the  stockholders 
for  any  losses  resulting  from  fraud,  embezzlement  or  wilful  miscon- 
duct or  breach  of  trust  for  their  own  benefit  and  not  for  the  benefit  of 
4  \y~  Vr  the  stockholders,  for  gross  inattention  and  negligence  by  which  such 
/r//^fl/l  fraud  or  misconduct  has  been  perpetrated  by  agents,  officers  or  co- 

v(V^^  directors,  yet  they  are  not  liable   for  mistakes  of  judgment,  even 

though  they  may  be  so  gross  as  to  appear  to  us  absurd  and  ridiculous, 
provided  they  are  honest  and  provided  they  are  fairly  within  the 
scope  of  the  powers  and  discretion  confided  to  the  managing  body!] 
■egard  to  the  question  last  adverted  to,  whether  the  defendants 
be  held  responsible  for  any  of  their  acts  and  investments  as 
ultra  vires,  it  might  be  sufficient  to  notice  the  fact  that  the  charter  of 
this  corporation  was  a  very  complicated  one,  made  up  by  comparing 
together  no  less  than  sixteen  different  acts  of  incorporation  or  supple- 
ments. The  ingenuity  of  the  young  gentlemen  of  counsel  for  the 
defendants  has  been  exercised  in  presenting  to  the  court  a  genealogi- 
cal map  or  pedigree,  tracing  the  Acts  of  Assembly,  from  one  to  an- 
other. To  have  mistaken  the  extent  of  their  powers  under  such  cir- 
cumstances would  not  have  been  matter  of  surprise  even  in  the  most 
timid  and  cautious.  We  may  adopt  upon  this  point  the  language  of 
C.  J.  Greene  in  Hodges  v.  New  England  Screw  Co.,  1  Rhode  Island 
312.  "  In  considering  the  question  of  the  personal  responsibility  of 
the  directors  we  shall  assume  that  they  violated  the  charter  of  the 


HUN  V.  CART.  419 

Screw  Company.  The  question  then  will  be,  was  such  violation  the 
result  of  mistake  as  to  their  powers,  and  if  so  did  they  fall  into 
the  mistake  from  want  of  proper  care,  such  care  as  a  man  of  ordi- 
nary prudence  practises  in  his  own  affairs.  For,  if  the  mistake  be 
such  as  with  proper  care  might  have  been  avoided,  they  ought  to  be 
liable.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  mistake  be  such  as  the  direct- 
ors might  well  make,  notwithstanding  the  exercise  of  proper  care, 
and  if  they  acted  in  good  faith  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  Screw  Com- 
pany, they  ought  not  to  be  liable."  We  may  say  in  this  case,  con- 
ceding that  the  directors  did  violate  the  charter,  it  was  a  question 
upon  which  with  all  due  care  they  might  have  made  an  honest  mis- 
take ;  and  moreover,  it  appears  by  the  evidence,  and  is  so  reported, 
that  they  acted  throughout  by  the  advice  of  their  counsel.  It  is  well 
settled  that  trustees  will  be  protected  from  responsibility  under  such 
circumstances])  Lewin  on  Trusts  595 ;  Fez  v.  Emery,  5  Ves.  141 ; 
Calhoun's  Estate,  6  Watts  189. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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1880.    82  New  York,  65.1 


Eael,  J.  This  action  was  brought  by  the  receiver  of  the  Cen- 
tral Savings  Bank  of  the  city  of  New  York,  against  the  defendants, 
who  were  trustees  of  the  bank,  to  recover  damages  which,  it  is  al- 
leged, they  caused  the  bank  by  their  misconduct  as  such  trustees. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is  the  measure  of  fidelity, 
care  and  diligence  which  such  trustees  owe  to  such  a  bank  and 
its  depositors!  Whs  relation  existing  between  the  corporation  and 
its  trustees  is  mainly  that  of  principal  and  agent,  and  the  relation 
between  the  trustees  and  the  depositors  is  similar  to  that  of  trus- 
tee and  cestui  que  trusL^  The  trustees  are  bound  to  observe  the 
limits  placed  upon  their  powers  in  the  charter,  and  if  they  tran- 
scend such  limits  and  cause  damage,  they  incur  liability.  If  they 
act  fraudulently  or  do  a  willful  wjong.  it  is  not  doubted  that  they 
may  be  held  for  all  the  damage  they  cause  to  the  bank  or  its  de- 
positors. But  if  they  act  in  good  faith  within  the  limits  of  powers 
conferred,  using  proper  prudence  and  diligence,  thev  are  not  re- 
sponsible for  J^re  mistakes  or  errors  of  judgmentJ  That  the 
trustees  of  such  corporations  are  bound  to  use  some  diliffencp  in  the 
discharge  of  their  duties  cannot  be  disputed.  All  the  authorities 
hold  so.  What  degree  of  care  and  diligence  are  they  bound  to  exer- 
cise ?  Not  the  highest  degree,  not  such  as  a  very  vigilant  or  ex- 
tremely careful  person  would  exercise.  If  such  were  required,  it 
'  1  Statement  and  arguments  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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would  be  rliffinnlt.  tn  find  tmstees  who  would  incur  the  responsibil- 
ity of  such  trust  positions]  IT  would  not  be  proper  to  answer  the 
question  by  saying  the  lowest  degree.  rew_persons  would  be  will, 
ing  to  depositinoney -in  savings  banks,  or  to  take  stock  in  cor- 
porations, with  th^  understanding  that  the  trustees  or  directors  were 
bound  only  to  exerciseslight  care,  such  as  inattentive  persons  would 
give  to  their  own  business,  in  the  management  of  the  large  and  im- 
portant interests  committed  to  their  hands.  When  one  deposits 
money  in  a  savings  bank,  or  takes  stock  in  a  corporation,  thus  di- 
vesting himself  of  the  immediate  control  of  his  property,  he  expects, 
and  has  the  right  to  expect,  that  the  trustees  or  directors,  who  are 
chosen  to  take  his  place  in  the  management  and  control  of  his  pro- 
perty, will  exercise  ori^iBatyL,care  and  prudence  in  the  trusts  com- 
mitted to  tKeni  — : tEesame  degree  of  care  and  prudence  that  men 
Empted  by  self-interest  generally  exercise  in  their  own  affairs, 
len  one  voluntarily  takes  the  position  of  trustee  or  director  of  a 
poration,  good  faith,  exact  justice,  and  public  policy  unite  in  re- 
quiring of  him  such  a  degree  of  care  and  prudence,  and  it  is  a  gross 
breach  of  duty  —  crassa  nec/ligentia  —  not  to  bestow  themT^ 

It  is  impossible  to  give  the  measure  of  culpable  negligence  for 
all  cases,  as  the  degree  of  care  required  depends  upon  the  subjects  to 
which  it  is  to  be  applied.  (First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ocean  Nat.  Bank,  60 
N.  Y.  278.)  What  would  be  slight  neglect  in  the  care  of  a  quantity 
of  iron  might  be  gross  neglect  in  the  care  of  a  jewel.  What  would  be 
slight  neglect  in  the  care  exercised  in  the  affairs  of  a  turnpike  cor- 
poration, or  even  of  a  manufacturing  corporation,  might  be  gross 
neglect  in  the  care  exercised  in  the  management  of  a  savings  bank 
,  intrusted  with  the  savings  of  a  multitude  of  poor  people,  depend- 
ing for  its  life  upon  credit  and  liable  J;o  be  wrecked  by  the  breath  of 
suspicion.  There  is  a  classification  of  negligence  to  be  found  in 
the  books,  not  always  of  practical  value  and  yet  sometimes  service- 
able, into  slight  negligence,  gross  negligence,  and  that  degree  of  neg- 
ligence intermediate  the  two,  attributed  to  the  absence  of  ordinary 
care  ;  and  the  claim  on  behalf  of  these  trustees  is  that  they  can  only 
be  held  responsible  in  this  action  in  consequence  of  gross  negligence, 
according  to  this  classification.  If  gross  negligence  be  taken  accord- 
ing to  its  ordinary  meaning  —  as  something  nearly  approaching  fraud 
or  bad  faith  —  I  cannot  yield  to  this  claim ;  and  if  there  are  any 
authorities  upholding  the  claim,  I  emphatically  dissent  from  them'. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  a  monstrous  proposition  to  hold 
that  trustees,  intrusted  with  the  management  of  the  property,  inter- 
ests and  business  of  other  people,  who  divest  themselves  of  the  man- 
agement and  confide  in  them,  are  bound  to  give  only  slight  care  to 
the  duties  of  their  trust,  and  are  liable  only  in  case  of  gross  inatten- 
tion and  negligence ;  and  I  have  found  no  authority  fully  upTioiaing 
such  a  proposTfion.  It  is  true  that  authorities  are  found  which  hold 
that  trustees  are  liable  only  for  crassa  negligentia,  which  litera'Uy 
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means  gross  negligence ;  but  that  pkrase  has  been  defined  to  mean 
the  absence  of  ordinary  care  and  diligence  adequate  to  the  particular 
case. 

[The  learned  Judge  here  quoted  from  various  authorities.] 

In  Spering's  Ameal,  Judge  Shahswood  said  that  directors  "  are 
not  liable  for  mistakes  of  judgment,  even  though  they  may  be  so 
gross  as  to  appear  to  us  absurd  and  ridiculous,  provided  they  were 
honest,  and  provided  they  are  fairly  within  the  scope  of  the  powers 
and  discretion  confided  to  the  managing  body."  As  I  understand 
this  language,  I  cannot  assent  to  it  as  properly  defining  to  any  ex- 
tent the  nature  of  a  director's  responsibility.  Like  a  mandatary,  to 
whom  he  has  been  likened,  he  is  bound  not  only  to  exercise  proper 
cgje  and  diligence,  but  ordinary  skill  and  judgment.  As  he  is  bound 
to  exercise  pi;^inary^  sluill  ana  ;)udgment,  he  cannot  set  up  that  he  did 
not  possess  them!  When  damage  is  caused  by  his  want  of  judgment, 
he  cannot  excuse  himself  by  alleging  his  gross  ignorance.  One  who 
voluntarily  takes  the  position  of  director,  and  invites  confidence  in 
that  relation,  undertakes,  like  a  mandatary,  with  those  whom  he  re- 
presents or  for  whom  he  acts,  that  he  possesses  at  least  ordinary 
kagyledge  and  skill,  and  that  he  will  bring  them  to  bear  in  the  dis- 
charge  ot  nis  duties:  (Story  on  Bailments,  §  182.)  Such  is  the  rule 
applicable  to  public  officers,  to  professional  men  and  to  mechanics, 
and  such  is  the  rule  which  must  be  applicable  to  every  person  who 
undertakes  to  act  for  another  in  a  situation  or  employment  requiring 
skill  and  knowledge ;  and  it  matters  not  that  the  service  is  to  be 
rendered  gratuitously.  These  defendants  voluntarily  took  the  posi- 
tion of  trustees  of  the  bank.  They  invited  depositors  to  confide  to 
them  their  savings,  and  to  intrust  the  safe-keeping  and  management 
of  them  to  their  skill  and  prudence.  They  undertook  not  only  that 
they  would  dischai-ge  their  duties  with  proper  care,  but  that  they 
would  exercise  the  ordinary  skill  and  judgment  requisite  for  the  dis- 
charge of  their  delicate  trust. 

Enough  has  now  been  said  to  show  what  measure  of  diligence, 
skill  and  prudence  the  law  exacts  from  managers  and  directors  of 
corporations ;  and  we  are  now  prepared  to  examine  the  facts  of  this 
case,  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  if  these  trustees  fell  short  of  this 
measure  in  the  matters  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

[The  bank  was  incorporated  in  1867,  and  did  business  until  1875, 
when  a  receiver  was  appointed.  During  this  time  the  deposits  aver- 
aged about  $70,000.  From  1867  to  1873  the  total  expenses,  including 
interest  paid  to  depositors,  exceeded  the  income.  In  1873  the  trustees 
of  the  bank,  which  had  hitherto  occupied  hired  premises,  purchased, 
in  behalf  of  the  institution,  four  lots  of  land,  with  a  view  to  erecting 
a  bank  building  upon  one  of  the  lots.  The  greater  part  of  the  pur. 
chase  price  was  secured  by  mortgages  on  the  lots.  At  the  time  of 
purchase  the  bank  became  obligated  to  erect  upon  the  corner  lot  a 
five  story  building.     Such  a  building  was  thereafter  erected  at  an 
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expense  of  about  $27,000.  The  other  lots  -were  disposed  of  without 
loss.  The  corner  lot  had  cost  the  bank  $29,260  (presumably  its  fair 
value),  exclusive  of  the  building.  It  was  mortgaged  for  $30,500. 
When  the  receiver  was  appointed,  thaL.lot  and  building,  and  other 
assets  which  produced  less  than  $1000,  constituted  the  whole  pro- 
perty of  the  bank,  and  subsequently  the  lot  and  building  were  swept 
away  by  a  mortgage  foreclosure.  The  present  action  was  brought  to 
recover  the  damages  caused  to  the  bank  by  the  alleged  improper  in- 
vestment of  its  funds,  as  above  stated.^] 

At  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  lot,  the  bank  was  substantially 
insolvent.  If  it  had  gone  into  liquidation,  its  assets  would  have 
fallen  several  thousand  dollars  short  of  discharging  its  liabilities, 
and  this  state  of  things  was  known  to  t^is_&istees.  It  had  been  in 
existence  about  six  years,  doing  a  logjng  business.  The  amount  of 
its  deposits,  which  its  managers  had  not  been  able  to  increase,  shows 
that  the  enterprise  was  an  abortion  from  the  beginning,  either  be- 
cause it  lacked  public  confidence,  or  was  not  needed  in  the  place 
where  it  was  located.  It  had  changed  its  location  once  without  any 
benefit.  It  had  on  hand  but  about  $13,000  in  cash,  of  which  $10,000 
were  taken  to  make  the  first  payments.  The  balance  of  its  assets 
was  mostly  in  mortgages  not  readily  convertible.  One  was  a  mort- 
gage for  $40,000,  which  had  been  purchased  at  a  large  discount,  and 
we  may  infer  that  it  was  not  very  salable,  as  the  trustees  resolved  to 
sell  it  as  early  as  May,  1873,  and  in  August,  1873,  authorized  it  to  be 
sold  at  a  discount  of  not  more  than  $2500,  and  yet  it  was  not  sold 
until  1874.  In  this  condition  of  things  the  trustees  made  the  pur- 
chase complained  of,  under  an  obligation  to  place  on  the  lot  an  expen- 
sive banking-house.  Whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  purchase 
was  such  as  the  trustees,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  prudence,  skill 
and  care,  could  make  ;  or  whether  the  act  of  purchase  was  reckless, 
rash,  extravagant,  showing  a  want  of  ordinary  prudence,  skill  and 
care,  were  questions  for  the  jury.  It  is  not  disputed  that,  under 
the  charter  of  this  bank,  as  amended  in  1868  (chap.  294),  it  had  the 
power  to  purchase  a  lot  for  a  banking-house  "  requisite  for  the  trans- 
it action  of  its  business."  That  was  a  power,  like  every  other  pos- 
V-'sessed  by  the  bank,  to  be  exercised  with  prudence  and  care.  Situated 
as  this  moribund  institution  was,  was  it  a  prudent  and  reasonable 
thing  to  do,  to  invest  nearly  half  of  all  the  trust  funds  in  this  ex- 
pensive lot,  with  an  obligation  to  take  most  of  the  balance  to  erect 
-  thereon  an  jxtravagant  building  ?  The  trustees  were  urged  on  by 
no  real  necessity!  They'BaHTiired  rooms  where  they  could  have  re- 
mained ;  or  if  those  rooms  were  not  adequate  for  their  small  business, 
we  may  assume  that  others  could  have  been  hired.  They  put  for- 
ward the  claim  upon  the  trial  that  the  rooms  they  then  occupied 
were  not  safe.     That  may  have  been  a  good  reason  for  making  them 

1  The  passages  enclosed  in  brackets  [  ]  are  an  abridgment  of  the  recitals  of  fact  in  the 
•pinion  of  the  court.  —  Ed. 
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more  secure,  or  for  getting  other  rooms,  but  not  for  the  extravagance 
in  which  they  indulged.  It  is  inferable,  however,  that  the  principal 
motive  which  influenced  the  trustees  to  make  the  change  of  location 
was  to  improve  the  financial  condition  of  the  bank  by  increasing  its 
de^osit^.  Their  project  was  to  buy  this  corner  lot  and  erect  thereon 
an  imposing  edifice,  to  inspire  confidence,  attract  attention,  and  thus 
draw  deposits.  It  was  intended  as  a  sort  of  advertisement  of  the 
bank,  a  very  expensive  one  indeed.  Savings  banks  are  not  organized 
as  business  enterprises.  They  have  no  stockholders,  and  are  not  to 
engage  in  speculations  or  money-making  in  a  business  sense.  They 
are  simply  to  take  the  deposits,  usually  small,  which  are  offered,  ag- 
gregate them,  and  keep  and  invest  them  safely,  paying  such  interest 
to  the  depositors  as  is  thus  made,  after  deducting  expenses,  and  pay- 
ing the  principal  upon  demand.  It  is  not  legitimate  for  the  trustees 
of  such  a  bank  to  seek  deposits  at  the  expense  of  present  depositors. 
It  is  their  business  to  take  deposits  when  offered.  It  was  not  proper 
for  these  trustees  —  or  at  least  the  jury  may  have  found  that  it  was 
not  —  to  take  the  money  then  on  deposit  and  invest  it  in  a  banking- 
house,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  other  deposits.  In  making 
this  investment,  the  interests  of  the  depositors,  whose  money  was 
taken,  can  scarcely  be  said  to  have  been  consulted. 

It  matters  not  that  the  trustees  purchased  this  lot  for  no  more  than 
a  fair  value,  and  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  the  subsequent  gen- 
eral  decline  in  the  value  of  real  estate.  They  had  no  right  to  expose 
their  bank  to  the  hazard  of  such  a  decline.  If  the  purchase  was  an 
improper  one  when  made,  it  matters  not  that  the  loss  came  from  the 
unavoidable  fall  in  the  value  of  the  real  estate  purchased.  The  jury 
may  have  found  that  it  was  grossly  careless  for  the  trustees  to  lock 
up  the  funds  in  their  charge  in  such  an  investment,  where  they  could 
not  be  reached  in  any  emergency  which  was  likely  to  arise  in  the 
affairs  of  the  crippled  bank. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  justified  a  finding  by  the 
jury  that  this  was  not  a  case  of  mere  error  or  mistake  of  judgment  on 
the  part  of  the  trustees,  but  that  it  was  a  case  of  improvidence,  of 
reckless,  unreasonable  extravagance,  in  which  the  trustees  failed  in 
that  measure  of  reasonable  prudence,  care  and  skill  which  the  law 
requires. 

[Omitting  remainder  of  opinion.] 

Jitdgment  [on  verdict  for  plaintiff]  affirmed. 
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Bill  in  Equity,  praying  that  directors  of  the  Penn  Bank  be  de- 
creed to  pay  all  moneys  lost  by  their  carelessness,  negligence  and 
fraudulent  management.  Facts  found  by  a  master,  who  recommended 
that  the  bill  be  dismissed  as  to  most  of  the  defendants.  The  assignee 
of  the  Bank  filed  exceptions  to  the  report,  and  alleged  error  in 
various  rulings  and  decrees  made  in  the  court'  below. 

a.  A.  Miller,  D.  F.  Patterson,  and  A.  M.  Brown,  for  the  assignee. 

S.  Schoyer,  Jr.,  B.  T.  Watson,  and  others,  for  various  defendants. 

Paxson,  J.  .  .  .  Briefly  stated,  the  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose 
of  holding  the  ofSoers  and  directors  of  the  bank  responsible  for  the 
losses  resulting  from  its  failure.  It  is  claimed  that  the  ofB.cers  and 
directors  were  negligent  in  their  management  of  the  bank's  affairs, 
and  that  by  reason  of  such  negligence  the  losses  occurred. 

It  is  conceded  on  all  sides  that  the  losses  and  the  disastrous  failure 
of  the  bank  were  directly  traceable  to  Mr.  Riddle,  its  late  president, 
now  deceased.  He  practically  emptied'  the  vaults  of  the  bank  in 
carrying  on  a  gigantic  speculation  in  oil.  This  was  done  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  cashier,  and  the  coffperation  of  one  or  more^erks 
or  subordinates.  It  would  have  been  extremely  diflcult,  if  not  prac- 
tically  impossible,  for  any  person  to  have  committed  such  a  swindle 
without  the  cooperation  of  some  one  inside.  The  question  is  whether 
the  directors  oughtio  have  known  of  these  transactions,  and  whether 
their  failure  to  know  what  the  real  plunderer  was  doing,  was  such 
negligence  on  their  part  as  to  render  them  liable  to  the  creditors  of 
the  bank. 

The  Penn  Bank  closed  its.  doors  in  May,  1884.  It  is  not  too  much 
to  say  that  its  failure  was  a  great  shock  to  the  business  interests  of 
Pittsburgh.  It  was  the  cause  of  much  excitement ;  led  to  a  large 
amount  of  litigation,  much  of  it  directed  against  the  board  of  direc- 
tors. As  usual,  in  such  cases,  the  current  of  public  opinion  was  turned 
agaiast  tliem,_and  up  to  the  present  time  they  have  been  defending 
themselves  against  hostile  litigation.  The  time  has  now  arrived 
when  the  rights  of  the  parties  can  be  considered  calmly,  and  disposed 
of  in  disregard  of  prejudice  or  popular  clamor. 

The  first  question  that  naturally  suggests  itself  for  our  considera- 
tion is,  the  extent  of  the  duty  which  the  directors  of  a  bank  owe  to 
the  stockholders,  whom  they  represent  directly,  and  the  creditors, 
whom  they  represent  indirectly. 

Upon  this  point  there  is  a  general  misapprehension  in  the  popular 
mind.  This  finds  expression,  after  bank  failures,  in  severe  condem- 
nation of  directors,  and  a  general  assertion  of  the  doctrine  that  their 

1  Statement  abridged.     Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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duty  requires  them  to  be  familiar  with  all  the  details  of  the  manage- 
ment. In  the  popular  mind  they  are  held  to  the  rule  that  they  ought 
to  take  the  same  care  of  the  affairs  of  the  bank  that  they  do  of  their 
Qwn  private  business.  Even  the  learned  judge  below  evidently 
adopted  this  view,  when  he  said  in  his  opinion :  "  If  we  were  to 
decide  this  case  on  first  impressions,  as  to  the  conclusions  of  fact  to 
be  drawn,  and  under  the  decisions  cited  and  rules  laid  down  in  the 
minority  opinion  in  Briggs  v.  Spalding,  we  would  say  there  was  gross 
negligence,  or  want  of  the  ordinary  care  that  a  man  of  fair  intelli- 
gence would  take  of  his  own  affairs." 

It  cannot  be  the  rule  that  the  director  of  a  bank  is  to  be  held  to 
the  same  ordinary  care  that  he  takes  of  his  own  affairs.  He  receives 
no  compensation  for  his  services!  He  is  a  gratuitous  mandatory. 
His  principal  business  at  the  bank  is  to  assist  indiscounting  yaper, 
and  for  that  purpose  he  attends  at  the  bank  at  stated  periods  —  gen- 
erally once  or  twice  a  week  —  f or^  an  hour  or  two.  The  condition  of 
the  bank  is  then  laid  before  him,  in  order  that  he  may  know  how 
much  money  there  is  to  loan.  Once  or  twice  a  year  there  is  an 
examination  oF  the  condition  of  the  bank,  in  which  he  participates. 
The  cash  on  hand  is  counted,  the  bills  receivable  and  sureties  ex- 
amined, to  see  whether  they  correspond  with  the  statement  as 
furnished  by  the  of&cers.  Beyond  this  he  has  little  to  do  with  either 
the  cash  or  the  books  of  the  bank.  They  are  in  the  care  of  salaried 
oflB.cials  who  are  paid  for  such  services,  and  selected  by  reason  of 
their  supposed  integrity  and  fitness.  To  expect  a  director,  under  such 
circumstances,  to  give  the  affairs  of  the  bank  the  same  care  that  he 
takeg  of  his  own  business,  is  unreasonable,  and  few  responsible  men 
would  be  willing  to  serve  upon  such  terms.  In  the  case  of  a  city 
bank,  domg  a  large  business,  he  would  be  obliged  to  abandon  his  own 
affairs  entirely.  A  business  man  generally  understands  the  details  of 
his  own  business,  but  a  bank  director  cannot  grasp  the  details  of  a 
large  bank  without  devoting  all  his  time  to  it,  to  the  utter  neglect  of 
his  own  affairs. 

A  vast  amount  of  authority  has  been  cited  upon  this  question, 
which  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  review.  It  is  sufficient  to  refer 
to  a  few  cases  only.  In  Spering's  Ap.,  71  Pa.  11,  the  subject  is  very 
fully  discussed  by  the  late  Justice  Sharswood,  and  the  rule  of  ordi- 
nary care  is  laid  down.  Not,  however,  the  ordinary  care  which  a  man 
takes  of  his  own  business,  but  the  ordinary  care  of  a  bank  director  in 
the  business  of  a  bank,  ^egligence  is  the  want  of  care  according  to 
the  circumstanceSjand  the  circumstances  are  everything  in  consider- 
ing this  question.^^he  ordinary  care  of  a  business  man  in  his  own 
affairs  means  one  thing  ;  the  ordinary  care  of  a  gratuitous  mandatory 
is  quite  another  matter.  The  one  implies  an  oversight  and  know- 
ledge of  every  detail  of  his  business  ;  the  other  suggests  such  care 
only  as  a  man  can  give  in  a  short  space  of  time  to  the  business  of 
other  persons,  from  whom  he  receives  no  compensation. 
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The  same  learned  judge,  in  Maisch  v.  Saving  Fund,  6  Phila.  30, 
laid  down  the  rule  as  follows  :  "  As  to  the  directors,  however,  receiv- 
ing no  benefit  or  advantage,  they  can  be  considered  only  as  gratuitous 
mandatories,  liable  only  for  fraud  or  such  gross  negligence  as  amounts 
to  fraud."  Again,  in  Searing's  Ap.,  supra,  he  said  :  "  Indeed,  as  the 
directors  are  themselves  stockholders,  interested,  as  well  as  all  others, 
that  the  affairs  and  business  of  the  corporation  should  be  successful, 
when  we  ascertain  and  determine  that  they  have  not  sought  to  make 
any  profit  not  common  to  all  the  stockholders,  we  raise  a  strong  pre- 
sumption that  they  have  brought  to  the  administration  their  best 
judgment  and  skill." 

We  may  also  refer  to  Briggs,  Receiver,  v.  Spaulding  141  U.  S.  132, 
which  goes  even  further  than  our  own  cases  upon  this  point.  It  does 
not  relieve  a  director  from  the  consequence  of  gross  negligence  in  the 
performance  of  his  duty,  but  it  holds  that  he  is  not  responsible  where 

I  I  he  has  used  the  ordinary  care  which  bank  directors  usually  exercise. 
/  It  is  true  this  was  the  case  of  a  national  bank,  but  we  apprehend  that 
what  is  negligence  on  the  part  of  a  director  of  a  national  bank,  would, 
'  as  a  general  rule,  be  negligence  by  a  director  of  a  state  bank,  and  sub- 
'  ject  to  the  same  liability. 

In  regard  to  what  is  ordinary  care,  regard  must  be  had  to  the  usages 
of  the  partioulax-business.  Thus,  if  the  director  of  a  bank  performed 
his  duties,  as  such,  in  the  same  -nanner  as  they  were  performed  by 
all  other  directors  of  all  other  banks  in  the  same  city,  it  could  not 
fairly  be  said  that  he  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence.  And  care  must 
be  taken  that  we  do  not  hold  mere  gratuitous  mandatories  to  such  a 
severe  rule  as  to  drive  .all  honest  men  outof  such  positions.  This 
thought  is  so  well  expressed  by  Sir  George  Jessel,  M.  E.,  in  his 
opinion  in  In  re  Fenn  Coal  Mining  Co.,  10  Ch.  Div.  450,  that  I  give 
his  remarks  in  full :  "  One  must  be  very  careful  in  administering  the 
law  of  joint-stock  companies,  not  to  press  so  hard  on  honest  directors 
as  to  make  them  liable  for  these  constructive  defaults,, the  only  effect 
of  which  would  be  to  deter  all  men  of  any  property,  and,  perhaps,  all 
men  who  have  any  character  to  lose,  from  becoming  directors  of  com- 
panies at  all.  On  the  one  hand,  I  think  the  court  should  do  its 
utmost  to  bring  fraudulent  directors  to  account ;  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
should  also  do  its  best  to  allow  honest  men  to  act  reasonably  as  direc- 
tors. Willful  default  no  doubt  includes  the  case  of  a  neglecting  to 
[  sue,  though  he  might,  by  suing  earlier,  have  recovered  a  trust  fund ; 
I  in  that  case  he  is  made  liable  for  want  of  due  diligence  in  his  trust. 
I  But  I  think  directors  are  not  liable  on  the  same  principle." 

Holding,  then,  the  rule  to  be  that  directors,  who  are  gratuitous 
mandatories,  are  only  liable  for  fraud,  or  for  such  gross  negligence  as 
amounts  to  fraud,  it  remains  but  to  apply  this  principle  to  the  facts  of 
this  case. 

It  is  not  alleged  —  it  has  never  been  alleged  —  that  the  hands  of 
these  directors  are  stained  by  fraud.    The  bank  was  wrecked  by  its 
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president,  with  the  cashier  and  some  of  the  clerks  aiding  and  abetting. 
It  was  adroitly  done,  so  far  as  the  means  were  concerned,  and  it  was 
concealedwholly  from  the  directors.  False  entries  were  made  in  the 
bookstand  taise,acc£Uints,  or  ^gounts  with  fictitious  persons,  were 
opened  so  as  to  hide  the  theft.  The  reports  of  the  bank's  condition, 
made  by  the  president  to  the  directors,  from  time  to  time,  showed  it 
to  be  in  good  condition,  while  in  point  of  fact  it  was  honeycombed 
with  fraud,  and  its  assets  squandered  in  wild  speculations.  It  may 
be  asked,  why  did  not  the  directors  discover  this  by  an  examination 
of  the  books  ?  The  answer  is,  that,  if  they  had  examined  every  book 
in  the  bank,  with  a  single  exception,  they  would  not  have  found  the 
fraud.  That  exception  is  the  individual  ledger.  All  the  frauds  were 
dumped  into  this  book,  and  appeared  nowhere  else.  The  individual 
ledger  contains  the  accounts  of  the  individual  depositors,  and  this 
book,  by  the  rules  of  a  large  majority  of  the  Pittsburgh  banks,  the 
directors  are  npt  allowed  to  see.  This  is  a  rule  of  policy  on  the  part 
of  most  city  banks,  and  the  reason  for  it  is,  at  least,  plausible.  A 
director,  largely  engaged  in  business,  may  have  a  number  of  rivals  in 
the  same  business  who  are  depositors  in  the  bank.  If  he  is  permitted 
to  examine  their  accounts  it  gives  him  an  advantage  and  an  insight 
into  a  rival's  affairs  that  few  business  men  would  tolerate.  Hence,  it 
is  a  question  with  many  banks  whether  to  adopt  this  rule  or  lose 
valuable  customers,  and  they  generally  prefer  the  former.  We  are 
not  speaking  of  the  wisdom  of  the  rule,  only  of  its  existence,  as  bear- 
ing upon  the  question  of  the  directors'  negligence.  Are  they  to  be 
held  to  be  guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  not  examining  a  book,  which, 
by  the  rules  of  their  own  bank,  and  of  four  fifths  of  the  other  banks 
in  Pittsburgh,  the  directors  were  not  permitted  to  see  ? 

Nor  do  we  think  the  directors  were  bound  to  regard  the  statements 
submitted  to  them  as  false,  and  the  president,  cashier  and  clerks  as 
thieves.  They  had  nothing  to  arouse  suspicion.  All  of  these  gentle- 
men stood  high ;  they  were  the  trusted  agents  of  the  corporation ; 
paid  for  their  services,  and  regarded  in  the  community  in  which  they 
lived  as  honest  men. 

Aside  from  this,  the  directors  were  among  the  heaviest  stockholders 
of  the  bank.  They  collectively  owned  a  large  proportion  of  it.  And 
so  thoroughly  were  they  deceived  by  the  president  as  to  its  condition 
that,  when  the  first  stoppage  occurred,  they  not  only  believed  the  sus- 
pension was  temporary,  but  they  showed  their  faith  by  their  works, 
and  upon  their  individual  credit  raised  the  sum  of  $289.000  to  enable 
it  to  resume.  They  did  not  desert  the  ship  like  a  parcel  of  drowning 
rats,  but  imperiled  their  private  fortunes  in  an  effort  to  keep  it  afloat. 
Under  such  circumstances  it  .would  be  an  act  of  gross  injustice  to 
hold  them  liable  for  the  frauds  of  others,  in  which  they  had  not  par- 
ticipated —  of  which  they  had  no  knowledge  —  and  which  have  only 
been  brou^htto  light  withthe  aid  of  experts.  We  must  measure  thia 
transaction  by  the  light  Irhicn  tnese  Srectors  had  at  the  time  the 
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transaction  occurred.  I  It  would  be  unfair  to  judge  them  by  the  cal- 
cium light  which  ha^een  turned  on  for  six  years,  and  which  has 
enabled  us  to  trace  at  last  the  sinuous  path  of  Eiddle  and  his  con- 
federates in  crime,  and  the  means  by  which  this  bank  has  been  robbed 
and  plunderecTj  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  master  and  the  court  be- 
low were  righfm  their  conclusion,  and  the  decree  is  afB.rmed  upon  the 
appeal  of  the  assignee,  and  the  appeal  dismissed  at  his  costs. 
[Omitting  opinion  on  other  assignments  of  error.] 


(( 
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In  U.  S.  Circuit  Court,  Western  District  of  Michigan. 
Sevekens,  District  Judge.  The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  the 
complainant,  as  receiver  of  the  City  National  Bank  of  Greenville,  to 
establish  the  liability  of  the  defendants,  Foster  and  Anderson,  who 
were  directors  of  the  bank,  for  negligence  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties  as  such,  which  it  is  alleged  has  resulted  in  a  heavy  loss  to  the 
bank  and  its  creditors.  The  bank  was  organized  April  28, 1884,  with 
a  capital  stock  of  $50,000.  It  suspended  on  the  22d  day  of  June, 
1893.  The  complainant  was  appointed  receiver  thereof  by  the  comp- 
troller of  the  currency  five  days  later,  and  on  July  1,  1893,  entered 
upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties.  The  total  liability  of  the  bank  to 
its  creditors  at  the  time  of  its  failure  was  $237,733.  The  nominal 
value  of  its  assets  was  about  $326,000,  but  the  total  net  amount  which 
the  receiver  has  been  able  to  realize  from  the  assets  is  only  about 
j^40,000.  This  result  is  certainly  a  very  startling  one,  and  the  enor- 
mous loss  iu  the  liquidation  of  the  bank's  assets  calls  for  an  inquiry 
for  its  causes.  And  they  are  not  far  to  seek.  The  defenda,nts  were 
members  of  the  board  of  directors  from  its  organization  to  the  date  of 
its  suspension.  Le  Roy  Moore  was  another  director,  and,  either  in 
the  capacity  of  cashier  or  president,  was  its  managing  ofB.cer  during 
the  whole  of  the  bank's  operations.  If  during  part  of  the  time  another 
person  was  cashier,  he  was  only  nominally  such.  Moore  dominated 
the  bank,  and  exercised  the  functions  of  cashier.  Upon  investiga- 
tlonTt  turns"  out  that  substantially  from  tBS^  beginning  Moore  em- 
ployed the  bank  for  the  promotion  of  his  own  business  enterprises, 
and,  to  a  steadily  increasing  amount,  has  in  one  way  and  another  di- 
verted its  funds  to  his  own  use,  to  the  extent  that  at  the  date  of  the 
suspension  of  the  bank  he  was  indebted  to  the  bank  upon  paper  of 
which  he  was  the  maker  in  the  sum  of  $36,263.63,  and  as  indorser 
fxin  his  own  name  in  the  sum  of  $44,819.59.  He  was  also  liable  as 
.  indorser  under  the  name  of  Le  Eoy  Moore  &  Co.  in  the  sum  of 
'  $17,419-97.    No  other  person  than  Le  Eoy  Moore  was  liable  for  these 
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Indorsements  of  Le  Roy  Moore  &  Co.;  the  otlier  member  having  long 
since  been  discharged  by  the  renewal  of  paper  and  the  extension  of 
credit  without  his  knowledge,  —  tliat  firm  having  been  dissolved  in 
1887,  and  the  liabilities  thereof  assumed  by  Moore.  There  was  also 
in  the  bank  at  the  time  of  its  suspension,  representing  part  of  its 
assets,  paper  upon  which  the  Stanwood  Manufacturing  Company  was 
maker  to  the  amount  of  $8,750,  and  upon  which  it  was  indorser,  $67,- 
748.54,  amounting  in  all  to  $76,498.54.  This  Stanwood  Manufactur- 
ing Company  was  a  business  concern  of  which  Moore  was  the  owner, 
with  a  trifling  exception.  He  owned  2,400  of  the  2,500  shares  of  $10 
each,  and,  so  far  as  appears,  only  20  other  shares  were  taken.  The 
books  of  the  company  show  that  $15,000  only  of  its  capital  stock 
were  paid  in,  and  this  by  Le  Roy  Moore's  individual  promissory  notes, 
upon  which,  he  never  made  any  payment.  The  bank  had  a  chattel 
mortgage  on  all  its  property,  and  the  sum  of  $3,500  was  the  sum 
realized  out  of  the  sale  of  that  property  under  this  mortgage.  Over 
$63,000  of  paper  held  by  the  bank,  upon  which  the  Stanwood  Manu- 
facturing Company  was  indorser,  consisted  of  accommodation  notes 
made  by  the  employes  about  the  factory  of  the  Stanwood  Manufactur- 
ing Company,  and  was  worthless.  This  paper  was  all  unloaded  upon 
the  bank  by  Moore  in  the  prosecution  of  his  own  enterprises,  and 
operated  practically  as  a  credit  to  himself.  For  a  number  of  years 
prior  to  the  suspension  of  the  bank  he  was  a  borrower  from  it,  either 
upon  his  own  name,  or  under  a  .guise  so  thin  as  to  be  transparent,  to 
an  amount  grossly  in  excess  of  the  legal  limit.  The  comptroller  in 
his  letter  of  October  14,  1892,  states  that  at  the  last  examination  he 
was  directly  indebted  to  the  bank  in  the  sum  of  $29,565.  In  all  these 
ways,  direct  and  indirect,  Moore  converted  the  assets  of  the  bank  to 
his  own  use,  and  in  the  end  it  appears  that  for  all  these  large  sums 
which  Moore  had  obtained,  and  which  were  represented  by  paper 
which  he  had  employed  for  that  purpose,  amounting  to  $172,768.88, 
only  a  very  little  can  be  realized.  Moore  made  a  trust  deed  of  all  his 
property  to  secure  the  debts  he  owed  to  the  bank,  out  of  which  not 
more  than  $12,000  to  $15,000  can  be  realized.  This  is  the  result,  not 
of  a  single  fraud,  nor  of  a  group  of  contemporaneous  frauds,  practiced 
by  Moore,  but,  as  already  stated,  it  is  the  consequence  of  malversa- 
tion of  the  funds  of  the  bank  from  about  the  beginning  of  its  history. 
It  is  needless  to  go  into  detail.  The  books  of  the  bank  show  that  he 
was  going  deeper  and  deeper  into  the  funds  of  the  bank,  and,  under 
one  cover  or  another,  converted  of  its  assets  more  than  three  times 
th^  amount  of  its  capital  stock.  The  defendants,  wlio  were  directors 
all  this  time,  say' that  they  were  ignorant  of  anything  wrong  in  the 
affairs  of  the  bank  until  their  eyes  were  opened  to  the  facts  by  its 
failure.  Greenville  is  a  small  place,  of  only  about  3,000  inhabitants, 
and  the  defendants  resided  there.  The  volume  of  the  business  of  the 
bank  was  comparatively  small,  —  certainly  not  so  large  but  that  the 
most  cursory  examinat|i"Ti  nf  f>ia  garigral^  features  of  its  business  by 
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any  one  having  ordinary  business  intelligence  -would  have  disclosed 
the  truth.  It  is  contended  by  the  directors  that  they  did  not  in  fact 
kno  vv  how  Moore  was  carrying  the  substance  out  of  it,  and  it  is  the 
more  charitable  view  to  take  of  their  conduct  to  the  extent  that_su£}ne 
negligence  is  more  easily  excused  than  active  fraud.  There  is  in  the 
"record  tlie  testimony  of  witnesses  stating  that  at  the  time  of  the  fail- 
ure of  the  bank  these  defendants  declared  that  they  trusted  all  to  the 
president,  and  that  they  knew  but  little  of  the  bank's  affairs,  relying 
as  they  did  upon  their  confidence  in  the  management.  But  what  else 
can  be  said  than  that,  if  they  had  notice  of  the  facts,  they  were  cul- 
pable, or  that,  if  they  did  not  know  them,  they  were  grossly  negligent 
and  inattentive  to  their  duties  ?  The  testimony  convinces  me  that ' 
the  latter  is  the  fact,  and  that  their  negligence  and  lack  of  interest 
was  so  profound  that  net  even  the  disclosures  and  the  warning  con- 
tained in  the  letter  of  the  comptroller  of  October  14,  1892,  and 
which,  pursuant  to  his  request,  was  brought  to  their  attention,  aroused 
them  from  the  stupor  which  beset  them  ;  for  the  situation  was  in  no 
wise  redeemed,  and  grew  steadily  worse  without  the  moving  of  a  hand 
by  the  directors  to  save  it.  From  the  time  of  their  election  the  board 
of  directors  seems  to  have  slumbered  over  the  affairs  of  the  bank 
while  its  managing  ofiicer  was  plundering  it  of  all  that  it  owned,  and 
much  that  belonged  to  others.  Once  in  a  while  there  seems  to  have 
been  some  faint  consciousness,  but  nothing  which  indicates  any  ac- 
tivity. But  they  say,  and  have  called  witnesses  to  prove,  that  acting 
in  accord  with  the  usage  and  custom  of  national  banks,  and  having 
called  into  the  management  a  person  in  whom  they  had  entire  confi- 
dence, which  was  justified  by  his  repiitation,  and  committed  the  affairs 
of  the  bank  to  him,  they  were  not  bound  to  have  doubt  and  distrust 
of  his  correct  dealing  until  something  occurred  which  should  arouse 
suspicion.  And  this  is  their  defense.  The  learned  counsel  for  the 
defendants  puts  the  question  thus  : 

"  Whether  a  director  in  a  national  bank  is  individually  liable  for 
loss  to  the  bank  accruing  through  another  director,  viz.  its  president, 
when  such  mismanagement  was  not  known  to  or  participated  in  by 
the  directors  sought  to  be  charged." 

Or,  in  another  form  : 

"  Whether  an  individual  director  in  a  national  bank  is  liable  in  his 
individual  capacity  for  all  losses  occasioned  by  the  mismanagement 
of  the  bank's  affairs  by  a  trusted  officer  through  the  neglect  of  the 
board  of  directors  to  meet  and  examine  into  the  affairs  of  the  bank." 

These  questions  present  in  the  most  favorable  light  for  the  defend- 
ants what  is  undoubtedly  the  substance  of  the  inquiry  upon  the  facts 
which  existed  in  this  case,  and  which  is,  in  short,  this :  Whether  the 
duty  of  the  board  of  directors  is  discharged  by  the  selection  of  officers 
of  good  reputation  for  ability  and  integrity,  and  then  leaving  the 
affairs  of  the  bank  without  any  oth^r  supervision  or  examination  than 
mere  inquiry  of  the  officer,  and  relying  upon  his  statements  until  some 
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cause  for  suspicion  attracts  their  attention.  Section  9  of  the  national 
banking  act,  being  section  6147  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  provides 
that : 

"  Each  director,  when  appointed  or  elected,  shall  take  an  oath  that 
he  will,  so  far  as  the  duty  devolves  on  him,  diligently  and  honestly 
administer  the  affairs  of  such  association." 

And  by  section  6145  it  is  declared  that  the  affairs  of  such  associa^ 
tion  shall  be  managed  by  not  less  than  five  directors.  The  oath  which 
the  director  is  required  to  take,  that  he  will  diligently  and  honestly 
administer  the  affairs  of  such  association,  indicates  the  scope  of  his 
obligation.  The  management  of  the  bank  is  cast  upon  the  board  of 
directors.  The  duty  of  managing  and  administering  the  affairs  of  the 
bank  by  the  board  of  directors  has  been  differently  construed  in  de- 
cisions bearing  upon  this  subject,  but  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to 
analyze  the  cases,  or  to  reconcile  their  apparent  differences.  Some  of 
them  have  gone  to  a  length  which  in  my  opinion  is  extremely-danger- 
ous to  the  public  safety,  and,  if  generally  applied,  would  make  these 
banking  associations,  which  were  designed  to  supply  the  people  of  the 
country  with  financial  institutions  hedged  about  with  security  on 
which  their  confidence  might  securely  rest,  the  objects  of  doubt  and 
distrust.  The  rule  of  decision  by  which  my  judgment  in  the  present 
case  must  be  guided  is  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Briggs  v.  Spaulding, 
141  U.  S.  132,  11  Sup.  Ct.  924.  Much  of  the  discussion  in  that  case 
was  devoted  to  the  consideration  of  the  special  circumstances  upon 
which  rested  the  charges  made  against  the  several  directors.  Those 
circumstances  have  little  or  no  resemblance  to  those  of  the  present 
case,  and  not  much  aid  is  afforded  by  that  part  of  the  discussion ;  for, 
as  the  court  in  that  case  observed,  each  case  must  stand  upon  its  own 
facts.  The  directors  in  that  case  were  held  to  be  excusable.  One  very 
important  and  noticeable  difference  between  that  case  and  this  is  in 
the  fact  that  the  question  there  was  narrowed  down  to  one  of  fact,  as 
to  whether  the  defendants  were  fairly  liable  for  not  preventing  loss 
by  putting  the  bank  into  liquidation  within  90  days  after  they  became 
directors,  the  previous  condition  of  the  bank  being  admitted  to  have 
been  good,  whereas  in  the  present  case  the  defendants'  neglect  runs 
through  quite  a  number  of  years.  But  the  court  laid  down  certain  gen- 
eral rules  by  which  the  obligation  of  directors  of  national  banks  is  to 
be  tested ;  that  is  to  say,  they  declare  what  is  the  minimum  of  that 
obligation.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
said :  — 

"  We  hold  that  directors  must  exercise  ordinary  care  and  prudence 
in  the  administration  of  the  affairs  of  a  bank,  and  that  this  includes 
something  more  than  officiating  as  figureheads.  They  are  entitled, 
under  the  law,  to  commit  the  banking  business,  as  defined,  to  their 
duly-authorized  officers,  but  this  does  not  absolve  them  from  the  duty 
of  reasonable  supervision ;  nor  ought  they  to  be  permitted  to  be 
shielded  from  liability  because  of  want  of  knowledge  of  wrongdoing, 
if  that  ignorance  is  the  result  of  gross  inattention." 
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In  my  opinion,  it  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  this  statement 
of  the  law  that  directors  may  confide  the  management  of  the  opera- 
tions of  the  bank  to  a  trusted  ofB.cer,  and  then  repose  upon  their  con* 
fidence  in  his  right  conduct,  without  making  examinations  themselves, 
or  relying  upon  his  answers  to  general  questions  put  to  him  with 
regard  to  the  status  of  the  affairs  of  the  bank.  To  begin  with,  it  is 
to  be  assumed  in  every  ease  that  the  directors  have  not  selected  any 
other  than  a  man  of  good  reputation  for  capacity  and  integrity.  Any 
other  idea  assumes  that  they  have  been  guilty  at  the  outset  of  a  glar- 
ing fault,  further,  it  is  a  well-known  fact  that  a  large  proportion  of 
the  disasters  which  befall  banking  institutions  come  from  the  malfea- 
sance of  just  such  men,  and  it  would  be  manifest  to  everybody  that 
only  a  satisfactory  and  quieting  reply  would  be  made  by  the  official 
who  has  any  reason  for  concealment.  Again,  what  are  the  duties  of 
management  that  are  committed  to  the  cashier,  or  the  officer  standing 
in  his  place  ?  They  are  those  which  relate  to  the  details  of  the  busi- 
ness, to  the  conduct  of  particular  transactions.  Even  in  respect  of 
those,  his  duties  are  conjoint  with  those  of  the  board  of  directors.  In 
large  affairs  it  is  his  duty  to  confer  with  the  board.  In  questions  of 
doubt  and  difficulty,  and  where  there  is  time  for  consultation,  it  is  his 
duty  to  seek  their  advice  and  direction.  It  is  his  duty  to  look  after  the 
details  of  the  office  business,  and  generally  to  conduct  its  ordinary 
operations.  It  is  the  right  and  duty  of  the  board  to  maintain  a  super- 
vision of  the  affairs  of  the  bank ;  to  have  a  general  knowledge  of  the 
manner  in  which  its  business  is  conducted,  and  of  the  character  of 
that  business ;  and  to  have  at  least  such  a  degree  of  intimacy  with 
its  affairs  as  to  knowto_ghom,  and  upon  what  security;  its  large  lines 
oLcifidit  are  givien ;  and  generally  to  Jinow  of,  and  givedirection  with 
regard  to,  the  important  and  general  affairs  of  the  bank,  of  which 
the  cashier  executes  the  details.  They  are  not  expected  to  watch  the 
routine  of  every  day's  business,  or  observe  the  particular  state  of  the 
accounts,  unless  there  is  special  reason;  nor  are  they  to  be  held 
responsible  for  any  sudden  and  unforeseen  dereliction  of  executive 

1  officers,  or  other  accidents  which  there  was  no  reason  to  apprehend. 

'The  duties  of  the  board  and  of  the  cashier  are  correlative.  One  side 
are  those  of  an  executive  nature,  which  relate  mainly  to  the  details. 
On  the  other  are  those  of  an  administrative  character,  which  relate 
to  direction  and  supervision;  and  supervision  is  as  necessarily  in- 
cumbent upon  the  board  as  direction,  unless  the  affairs  of  banks 
are  to  be  left  entirely  to  the  trustworthiness  of  cashiers.  Doubtless 
there  are  many  matters  which  stand  on  middle  ground,  and  where  it 
may  be  difficult  to  fix  the  responsibility,  but  I  think  there  is  no  such 
difficulty  here.  The  idea  which  seems  to  prevail  in  some  quarters, 
that  a  director  is  chosen  because  he  is  a  man  of  good  standing  and 
character,  and  on  that  account  will  give  reputation  to  the  bank,  and 
that  his  only  office  is  to  delegate  to  some  other  person  the  manage* 
ment  of  its  affairs,  and  rest  on  that  until  his  suspicion  is  aroused, 
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whict  generally  does  not  happen  until  the  mischief  is  done,  cannot 
be  accepted  as  sound.  It  is  sometimes  suggested,  in  effect,  that,  if 
larger  responsibilities  are  devolved  upon  directors,  few  men  would 
be  willing  to  risk  their  character  and  means  by  taking  such  an 
office  ;  but  congress  had  some  substantial  purpose  when,  in  addition 
to  the  provision  for  executive  ofi&cers,  it  further  provided  for  a  board 
of  directors  to  manage  the  bank  and  administer  its  affairs.  The  stock- 
holders might  elect  a  cashier,  and  a  president  as  well.  The  banks 
themselves  are  prone  to  state,  and  hold  out  to  the  public,  who  compose 
their  boards  of  directors.  The  idea  is  not  to  be  tolerated  that  they 
serve  as  merely  gilded  ornaments  of  the  institution,  to  enhance  its 
attractiveness,  orlthat  their  reputations  should,  be  used~as  a  lure  to 
-customersT'  ^Vhat  the  public  suppose,  and  have  the  right  to  suppose, 
is  that  t£ose  men  have  been  selected  by  reason  of  their  high  character 
for  integrity,  their  sound  judgment,  and  their  capacity  for  conducting 
the  affairs  of  the  bank  safely  and  securely.  The  public  act  on  this 
presumption,  and  trust  their  property  with  the  bank  in  the  confidence 
that  the  directors  will  discharge  a  substantial  duty.  How  long  would 
any  national  bank  have  the  confidence  of  depositors  or  other  creditors 
if  it  were  given  out  that  these  directors  whose  names  so  often  stand 
at  the  head  of  its  business  cards  and  advertisements,  and  who  are  al- 
ways used  as  makeweights  in  its  solicitations  for  business,  would  only 
select_a_cashier,  and  surrender  the  management  to  him  ?  It  is  safe 
to  say  such  an  institution  would  be  shunned  and  Could  not  endure.  It 
is  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  and  policy  of  the  banking  act  that  its 
vital  interests  should  be  committed  to  one  man,  without  oversight  and 
control. 

Recurring  to  the  present  case,  it  is  clear  that  unless  the  board  of 
directors  is  to  be  absolved  upon  the  theory  that  they  were  justified  in 
committing  the  affairs  of  the  bank  to  Moore,  and  .relying  upon  his 
good  conduct,  and  his  answers  to  the  perfunctory  questions  which 
were  occasionally  put  to  him,  until  they  were  brought  to  the  facts  by 
the  collapse  of  the  bank  upon  the  first  prick  of  a  financial  stringency 
such  as  came  upon  the  country  in  the  summer  of  1893,  they  must  be 
held  liable.  It  is  with  sincere  commiseration  and  regret  that  the 
court  feels  compelled  to  reach  this  conclusion,  in  view  of  the  conse- 
quence which  must  follow  to  these  directors.  But  there  is  another 
side  to  this  matter.  The  court  cannot  ignore  the  rights  and  interests 
of  the  depositors  and  others  who  have  trustfully  confided  their  money 
to  the  bank,  and  who  now.  find  that  it  was  run  through  a  shell  into  the 
hands  of  Moore,  while  the  defendants  turned  their  heads  away,  and 
failed  to  give  them  the  protection  which  a  proper  discharge  of  their 
duties  would  have  afforded.  The  records  of  the  board  of  directors 
make  a  sorry  showing,  when  put  in  contrast  with  the  financial  history 
of  the  bank.  The  entries  are  few,  at  long  intervals,  and  are  almost 
wholly  limited  to  the  election  of  directors  and  the  declaration  cf  divi- 
dends.    They  are  feebly  supplemented  by  the  oral  testimony  -f  tbo 
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defendants,  whicli  tends  only  to  show  that  individual  inquiries  were 
occasionally  made  by  them,  of  a  comparatively  superficial  character. 
J?here  was  no  examinationof_the_bQflka,;  at  least,  none  of  any 
had'Been'such  examination  by  a  fairly  intelligent 
director  promises  he  is,  the  condition  of  things 
would  have  been  seen.  It  is  not  irreconcilable  with  what  they  de- 
clared, when  the  bank  failed,  with  respect  to  their  knowledge  of  its 
affairs,  and  with  what  I  must  believe  was  substantially  the  truth  of 
the  matter.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the  members  of  the  board  were 
not  responsible  for  the  malfeasance  or  nonfeasance  of  their  associates, 
where  the  fault  of  the  others  was  not  known  to  them,  and  they  were 
helpless  to  prevent  the  consequences ;  but  in  the  present  case  the 
charge  of  negligence  rests  upon  the  whole  board,  and  there  is  nothing 
to  show  that  the  defendants  took  any  steps  to  retrieve  the  conse- 
quences of  the  joint  negligence.  If  the  defendants  had  been  able  to 
show  that  they  themselves  had  done  what  they  could  to  induce  the 
board  to  attend  to  its  duty,  a  different  case  would  be  presented.  I  do 
not  understand  why  the  comptroller  did  not  more  energetically  inter- 
fere, but  I  have  no  duty  to  criticise  his  action. 

[The  learned  Judge  then  held,  that  the  date  from  which  the  directors 
should  be  charged  with  losses  was  July  1,  1892 ;  when  the  fact  that  a 
year  had  elapsed  without  the  declaration  of  a  dividend  should  have 
induced  the  directors  to  institute  an  examination.] 

Decree  to  be  entered  in  conformity  with  the  above  opinion. 


DOVEY  V.   COEY. 
L.  R.  [1901]  A.  C.  477. 


This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  (the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  now  Lord  Lindlet,  Sir  F.  H.  Jeune,  and  Lord 
Justice  Eomek),  which  reversed  a  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Weight. 
The  hearing  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  (sub  nomine  "  In  re  National 
Bank  of  Wales  ")  is  reported  in  15  The  Times  L.  E.  517  ;  L.  E.  (1899) 
2  Chan.  629 ;  and  68  L.  J.  Chan.  634. 

The  appellant  is  the  liquidator  of  the  National  Bank  of  Wales,  and 
the  Metropolitan  Bank  (of  .England  and  Wales)  have  purchased  and 
taken  over  its  assets  and  liabilities.  The  respondent,  John  Cory,  was 
for  some  years  a  director  of  the  National  Bank.  In  the  liquidation 
of  the  latter  a  summons  was  taken  out  to  render  the  respondent  liable 
—  not  to  creditors,  all  of  whose  claims  had  been  satisfied  —  but  to  the 
contributories,  in  respect  to  alleged  misfeasance  (1)  in  paying  ^j^i- 
iends  out  of  capital;  (2)  in  making  improper  advances  todirectors ; 
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and  (3)  in  making  improper  advances  to  customers  who  were,  or  were 
reputed  to  be,  insolvent,  and  the  summons  asked  that  the  respondent 
should  be  ordered  to  repay  the  full  amount  of  all  losses  caused  by 
such  acts  of  alleged  misfeasance  with  interest  and  costs.  Mr.  Cory 
became  a  director  on  November  23,  1883,  and  resigned  on  December 
18,  1890.  The  summons  asked  that  the  respondent  should  be  de- 
prived of  the  benefit  of  the  Trustee  Act,  1888,  and  of  the  Statutes  of 
Limitation,  on  the  ground  that  the  losses  arose  from  the  respondent's 
wrongful  acts  and  fraudulent  concealment  of  the  true  state  of  affairs. 
The  appellant's  counsel,  however,  disclaimed  the  imputation  of  any 
moral  obliquity  on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  but  argued  the  ques- 
tion on  the  basis  of  negligence  and  failure  to  discharge  the  duties  of 
a  fiduciary  position.  The  transactions  complained  of  were  voluminous 
and  ranged  over  a  series  of  years  and  related  to  the  affairs  not  only 
of  the  head  office,  but  of  the  branches,  which  in  1890  were  33.  It 
was,  however,  found  possible  by  the  parties  to  condense  the  story 
within  the  limits  of  four  volumes  and  about  1600  pages.  In  February, 
1893,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  between  the  National  Bank  of 
"Wales  and  the  Metropolitan,  Birmingham,  and  South  Wales  Bank, 
now  the  Metropolitan  Bank  (of  England  and  Wales)  (Limited)  whereby 
the  latter  bought  the  assets  and  goodwill  and  undertook  the  liabili- 
ties and  contracts  of  the  former,  the  value  of  the  assets  and  goodwill 
being  taken  at  not  less  than  £110,000.  Voluntary  resolutions  were 
passed  for  winding  up  the  National  Bank,  and  Thomas  Cory,  its  former 
chairman,  and  the  appellant  were  appointed  liquidators.  Mr.  Thomas 
Cory  subsequently  resigned  and  the  appellant  became  sole  liquidator. 
The  alleged  amount  of  improper  payments  of  dividends  was  £52,986  ; 
of  loss  on  advances  and  credits  to  directors  to  December  31,  1890, 
£37,731,  and  of  loss  on  improper  advances  to  customers,  £43,087. 
The  whole  of  the  assets  were  realized  or  valued,  and  the  appellant 
Dovey  alleged  that  after  discharging  the  liabilities  of  the  National 
Bank  and  crediting  it  with  the  value  of  its  assets  and  £110,000  as 
its  goodwill,  there  remained  a  deficiency  of  assets  amounting  to 
£84,392.  Calls  were  made  of  £2  10s.  per  share  each  in  July,  1896, 
and  September,  1899.  Mr.  Justice  Wright  ordered  the  respondent 
to  pay  £54,787,  being  £37,000,  the  aggregate  amount  of  dividends 
paid  to  the  shareholders  in  1887,  1888,  1889,  and  1890  (except  a  part 
of  the  last  dividend),  and  as  to  the  balance,  interest  at  5  per  cent,  on 
each  of  the  dividends.  The  learned  Judge  held  that  all  these  divi- 
dends were  in  fact  paid  out  of  capital ;  but  he  declined  to  make  the 
respondent  liable  for  improper  advances  to  directors  or  customers. 
The  Court  of  Appeal,  in  an  elaborate  judgment  delivered  by  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Eolls,  exonerated  the  respondent  from  liability.  This  de- 
cision was  affirmed  by  the  noble  and  learned  Lords. 

Sir  B.  T.  Eeid,  K.  C,  Ingpm,  K.  C,  and  S.  T.  Evans,  for  appellant. 

Swinfen  Body,  K.  C,  Bufus  Isaacs,  K.  C,  G.  F.  Hart  and  E.  A 
Nepean,  for  respondent. 
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Sheldon,  for  Metropolitan  Bank  of  England  and  Wales,  wHoli  was 
originally  a  respondent,  but  subsequently  made  an  appellant. 

The  Lord  Chancellok,  [Lokd  Halsbury]. — In  this  case  the 
liquidator  of  the  National  Bank  of  Wales  (Limited)  appeals  against  a 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  whereby  Mr.  John  Cory,  the  respond- 
ent, was  discharged  from  the  liability  which  Mr.  Justice  Wright's 
judgment  had  imposed  upon  him  to  pay  £37,000  for  the  benefit  of 
the  shareholders  of  the  company,  in  respect  of  dividends  already 
distributed,  and  a  further  sum  for  interest.  Mr.  John  Cory  was  a 
director  of  the  company,  and  it  is  for  his  supposed  misconduct  in 
the  management  of  the  aifairs  of  the  company  that  this  liability 
was  imposed  upon  him.  It  is  alleged  and  proved  that  .certain  losses 
have  been  sustained  by  the  company,  and  the  ground  upon  which  Mr. 
John  Cory  is  sought  to  be  made  liable  is  the  very  short  and  intelligi- 
ble ground  that  he  was  a  party  to  false  and  fraudulent  statements  as 
_toJibjS-poaitioB.43JJ;he  company  and  had  had  a  share  in  causing  these 
losses.  The  Court  of  Appeal  have  acquitted  him  of  any  knowledge 
of  what  was  falsely  stated,  and  Sir  Robert  Eeid,  in  opening  this  ap- 
peal, stated  to  your  Lordships  that  her  did  not  intend,  in  arguing  for 
Mr.  John  Cory's  liability,  to  impute  to  him  any  moral  obliquity. 
Now  there  is  no  doubt  that  there  were  balance-sheets  laid  before 
meetings  of  the  shareholders  which,  to  use  the  language  of  the  arti- 
cles of  the  association,  were  not  proper  and  which  did  not  truly  report 
as  to  the  state  and  condition  of  the  company,  and  did  not  comply 
•with  the  requirements  of  the  articles  in  question  in  respect  of  the 
particular  sum  which  the  directors  recommended  as  dividend,  that  it 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  profits,  but  a  greater  sum  was  paid  out  as 
dividend  than  would  have  been  paid  if  certain  things  had  been  taken 
into  consideration,  and  therefore  larger  than  should  have  been  paid. 
A  great  part  of  the  judgment,  both  of  Mr.  Justice  Wright  and  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  is  occupied  by  discussing  matters  which  are  not  now 
before  your  Lordships  as  matters  in  debate.  It  is  now  admitted, that 
Mr.  John  Cory  ceased  to  be  a  director  in  December,  1890.  My  Lords,  I 
am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  is 
right  and  ought  to  be  affirmed ;  but  my  opinion  is  entirely  based  upon 
the  question  of  fact  that  he  was  guilty  of  no  breach  of  duty  whatever, 
and  for  reasons  which  I  will  refer  to  hereafter  I  am  very  anxious 
not  to  deal  with  some  reasons  given  for  their  judgment  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  which,  in  view  of  the  facts  that  I  take,  do  not 
arise  here;  and  in  what  I  say  I  desire  to  be  understood  as  only 
dealing  with  the  facts  of  this  particular  case.  Now,  in  the  first 
instance,  I  will  assume  that  the  company  has  sustained  loss  by  the 
issue  of  fraudulent  balance-sheets,  by  the  improper  advance  of 
money  to  the  customers  of  the  bank,  and  that  it  has  also  sustained 
loss  by  the  lending  of  money  to  directors  without  security.  With 
respect  to  the  default  involving  liability,  if  Mr.  John  Cory  was 
conscious  of  the  falsehood  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  any  further.    Like 
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any  one  else  who  is  a  party  to  a  false  statement  acted  upon  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  made,  he  would  be  liable  to  the 
extent  to  which  his  falsehood  has  inflicted  loss  on  his  victims,  but 
after  the  admission  that»has  been  made  it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue! 
this  head  of  inquiry;  he  certainly  could  not  be  acquitted  of  moral 
obliquity  if  party  to  a  fraudulent  statement ;  but  it  is  said  he  has  so 
_grossly  neglected  his  duty  as  a  director  that,  though  he  may  not  have 
known  the  tme  state  of  the  facts,  he  ought  to  have  known  them,  and 
his  breach  of  duty  in  that  respect  renders  him  liable.  In  order  to 
see  how  far  this  obligation  is  made  out  it  is  necessary  to  consider 
what  the  business  of  the  company  was,  and  what  was  the  position 
of  Mr.  John  Cory  in  relation  to  it.  My  Lords,  I  think  it  is  idle  to 
talk  in  general  terms  of  the  duty  of  a  director  to  look  after  the  con- 
cerns of  the  company  of  which  he  is  one  of  the  managers  without 
seeing  what  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  he  ought  to  do  or  to 
have  done.  Now  there  are  some  things  which,  of  course,  must  be,  or 
at  all  events  ought  to  be,  apparent  to  any  one  responsible  for  the  con- 
duct of  a  commercial  business,  and  we  must  apply  that  observation 
to  the  business  of  which  we  are  speaking — namely,  a  banking  busi- 
ness ;  but  I  do  not  understand  that  any  one  has  suggested  that  there 
was  neglect  or  default  by  reason  of  the  absence  of  some  system  under 
which,  if  honestly  carried  out,  the  interests  of  the  bank  would  have 
been  in  that  respect  secured.  It  is  admitted  that  (extract  from  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Appeal)  the  company's  principal  bank  and  its 
head  office  were  at  Cardiff,  where  the  directors  met  and  the  general 
manager  was  in  daily  attendance.  The  company  had  also  many 
branch  banks  each  with  its  own  manager.  The  course  of  business 
was  this.  Each  branch  manager  sent  weekly  to  the  head  office  what 
is  called  a  weekly  state  —  i.  e.,  an  account  showing  how  the  assets  and 
liabilities  of  the  branch  stood,  what  advances  or  overdrafts  had  been 
made  or  allowed  and  to  whom,  what  securities  the  bank  held,  and 
other  matters.  Every  quarter  each  branch  manager  made  a  more 
formal  return  to  the  head  office  showing  the  position  of  the  branch 
and  the  business  done  during  the  past  quarter.  _It  was  the  duty  of 
the_genera,l  manager  to  examine  these  dnnnments  a.tid  t.n  rBpnrf  to 
thMTfmij  nnythinc  iliBPlnfiftj_by  them  which  required  thpi^  gt^pntinn 
The  weekly  states  or  quarterly  returns  were'  in  the  board  rooms  for 
reference  in  case  of  need,  but  unless  attention  was  called  to  them  the 
directors  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  examine  them.  The  chairman 
ofthe  directors  was  iVir.  ihomas  Cory,  a  brother  of  Mr.  John  Cory. 
The  chairman  and  general  manager  (Mr.  Collins)  visited  each  branch 
bank  every  year  ;  and,  in  addition,  two  skilled  inspectors  frequently 
went  round  and  inspected  the  accounts  and  reported  to  the  general 
manager.  The  accounts  of  the  branch  bank,  appear,  however,  not  to 
have  been  separately  audited  by  professional  accountants.  The  audi- 
tors employed  to  examine  the  company's  accounts  and  to  certify  the 
annual  balance-sheets  and  accounts  laid  before  the  shareholders  only 
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saw  the  head  office  books  and  the  returns  from  the  branch  offices  certL 
fied  by  their  respective  managers  to  the  head  office.     These  certified 
returns  formed  part  of  the  weekly  states,  but  omitted  much  that  they 
contained.     The  minutes  of  the  directors'  mtsetings  show  that,  speak- 
ing generally,  they  attended  with  reasonable  regularity  and  transacted 
a  large  amount  of  business.     No  director,  unless  it  was  the  chairman, 
attended  to  any  details  not  brought  before  the  board  either  by  the  chair- 
man or  by  the  general  manager.     Mr.  John  Cory  stated  in  his  affidavit 
the  general  course  of  business  at  board  meetings,  and  his  cross-exami- 
nation does  not  substantially  differ  from  the  account  he  there  gives. 
But  it  is  suggested  that  Mr.  Cory  is  responsible  because  this  and  other 
portions  of  the  system  were  not  faithfully  adhered  to.     And,  indeed, 
what  is  really  made  the  test  of  his  responsibility  is  that  he  did  not 
find  out  what  was  fraudulently  withheld  from  his  knowledge.     So 
the  warning  letters  of  the  auditor,  which  were  never  suffered  to  reach 
him,  are  suggested  as  warnings  to  him  which  he  ought  not  to  have 
neglected.     Again,  there  was  the  insufficient  striking  out  of  bad  and 
doubtful  debts,  by  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  amounts  paid  in  divi- 
dends to  himself  and  other  directors,  as  well  as  shareholders,  are  by 
a  process  of  reasoning  and  calculatiou  assumed  to  be  payments  out  of 
capital.     These  things  are  all  assumed  to  have  been  done  as  though 
done  with  knowledge  and  intention,  while  at  the  same  time  the  ad- 
mission is  made  that  there  was  no  evil  mind  or  conscious  fraud. 
Now  I  think  such  things,  if  done  with  evil  mind  and  intention,  would 
be  fraud,  and  it  comes  back  again  to  the  proposition  that  the  respon- 
sibility must  be  based  upon  the  assumption  that  Mr.  Cory  is  respon- 
sible because  he  did  not  find  out  the  fraudulent  knaves  by  whom  he 
was  surrounded.     One  was  his  own  brother,  another  was  the  general 
manager,  and,  once  I  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  there  were  those 
about  him  whose  interest  and  object  it  was  to  deceive  him,  I  certainly 
do  not  think  that  the  things  which  were  designedly  concealed  from 
him  are  things  which  ought  to  be  relied  upon  as  matters  foi;,  which 
he  was  responsible.     In  the  view  I  take  the  whole  of  the  evidence  — 
which  is  relevant  and  important  to  the  question,  did  Mr.  Cory  know- 
ingly permit  the  things  to  be  done  which  were  done  —  becomes  to 
my  mind  entirely  immaterial  if  one  is  to  start  with  the  assumption 
that  he  knew  nothing  about  them.    Dealing  with  the  several  heads  of 
charge  as  they  have  been  formulated  in  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
Wright  —  viz.,  negligence,  breaches  of  trust  in  respect  of  advances 
made  contrary  to  said  articles  of  association,  and  payment  of  divi- 
dends out  of  capital.     I  think  each  and  all  of  them  may  be  disposed 
of  by  the  proposition  that  Mr.  Cory  was  not  himself  conscious  of  any 
one  of  these  things  being  done,  and  that  unless  he  can  be  made  re- 
sponsible for  not  knowing  these  things,  as  Mr.  Justice  Wright  put  it, 
unless  he  is  shown  to  have  exhibited  a  complete  neglect  of  the  duties 
he  had  undertaken,  the  charges  are  not  made   out.     The  charge  of 
neglect  appears  to  rest  on  the  assertion  that  Mr.  Cory,  like  the  other 
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directors,  did  not  attend  to  any  details  of  business  not  brought  be- 
fore them  by  the  general  manager  or  the  chairman,  and  the  argument 
raises  a  serious  question  as  to  the  responsibility  of  all  persons  hold- 
ing positions  like  that  of  directors  —  how  far  they  are  called  upon  to 
distrust  and  be  on  their  guard  against  the  possibility  of  fraud  being 
committed  by  their  subordinates  of  every  degree.  It  is  obvious  that 
if  there  is  sugh  a  duty  it  must  render  anything  like  an  intelligent 
devolution  of  labor  impossible.  Was  Mr.  Cory  to  turu  himself  into  an 
auditor,  a  managing  director,  a  chairman,  and  find  out  whether  audi- 
tors, managing  directors,  and  chairman  were  all  alike  deceiving  him  ? 
That  the  letters  of  the  auditors  were  kept  from  him  is  clear.  That 
he  was  assured  that  provision  had  been  made  for  debts  and  that  he 
believed  such  assurances  is  involved  in  the  admission  that  he  was 
guilty  of  no  moral  fraud ;  so  that  it  comes  to  this  —  that  he  ought  to 
have  discovered  a  network  of  conspiracy  and  fraud  by  which  he  was 
surrounded  and  found  out  that  his  own  brother  and  the  managing 
director  (who  have  since  been  made  criminally  responsible  for  frauds 
connected  with  their  respective  offices)  were  inducing  him  to  make 
representations  as  to  the  prospects  of  the  concern  and  the  dividends 
properly  payable  which  have  turned  out  to  be  improper  and  false.  I 
cannot  think  that  it  can  be  expected  of  a  director  that  he  should  be 
watching  either  the  inferior  ofB.eers  of  the  bank  or  verifying  the 
calculations  of  the  auditors  themselves.  The  business  of  life  could 
not  go  on  if  people  could  not  trust  those  who  are  put  into  a  posi- 
tion of  trust  for  the  express  purpose  of  attending  to  details  of  man- 
agement. If  Mr.  Cory  was  deceived  by  his  own  officers  —  and  the 
theory  of  his  being  free  from  all  fraud  assumes  under  the  circum- 
stances that  he  was  —  there  appears  to  me  to  be  no  case  against 
him  at  all.  The  provisions  made  for  bad  debts,  it  is  well  said,  was 
inadequate,  but  those  who  assured  him  that  it  was  adequate  were  the 
very  persons  who  were  to  attend  to  that  part  of  the  business — and 
so  of  the  rest.  If  the  st9,te  and  condition  of  the  bank  were  what 
were  represented,  then  no  one  will  say  that  the  sum  paid  in  dividends 
was  excessive.  If  I  assume,  as  I  do,  that  Mr.  Cory  acted  upon  repre- 
sentations made  to  him  which  he  believed  and  which  came  from  the 
ofiloers  of  the  bank  to  whom  he  was,  in  my  judgment,  justified  in  giv- 
ing credit,  the  discussion  of  whether  the  dividends  actually  paid  were 
or  were  not  properly  divisible,  has  no  bearing  on  Mr.  Cory's  liability, 
and  I  am  very  reluctant  to  give  any  opinion  upon  it,  inasmuch  as  the 
question  may  arise  when  it  may  be  necessary  to  decide  it.  I  depre- 
cate my  premature  judgment.  My  Lords,  I  am,  as  I  have  said,  very 
reluctant  to  enter  into  a  question  which  for  the  reasons  I  have  given 
does  not  arise  here,  and  into  which  the  Court  of  Appeal  has  entered 
at  some  length.  The  only  reason  why  I  refer  to  it  at  all  is  lest  by 
silence  I  should  be  supposed  to  adopt  a  course  of  reasoning  as  to 
which  I  am  not  satisfied  that  it  is  correct.  I  doubt  very  much 
whether  such  questions  can  ever  be  treated  in  the  abstract  at  alL 
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The  mode  and  manner  in  which  a  business  is  carried  on,  and  what 
is  usual  or  the  reverse,  may  have  a  considerable  influence  in  deter- 
mining the  question  what  may  be  treated  as  profits  and  what  as  capi- 
tal. Even  the  distinction  between  fixed  and  floating  capital  which 
in  an  abstract  treatise  like  Adam  Smith's  "  Wealth  of  Nations  "  is 
appropriate  enough,  may  with  reference  to  a  concrete  case  be  quite 
inappropriate.  It  is  easy  to  lay  down  as  an  abstract  proposition  that 
you  must  not  pay  dividends  out  of  capital,  but  the  application  of  that 
very  plain  proposition  may  raise  questions  of  the  utmost  diificulty  in 
their  solution.  I  desire,  as  I  have  said,  not  to  express  any  opinion, 
but  as  an  illustration  of  what  difiiculties  may  arise  the  example  given 
by  the  learned  counsel  of  one  ship  being  lost  out  of  a  considerable 
number,  and  the  question  whether  all  dividends  must  be  stopped 
until  the  value  of  that  lost  ship  is  made  good  out  of  the  further  earn- 
ings of  the  company  or  partnerships,  is  one  which  one  would  have  to 
deal,  with.  On  the  one  hand,  peo2jle  put  their  money  into  a  trading 
concern  to  give  them  an  income,  and  the  sudden  stoppage  of  all  divv 
dends  would  send  down  the  value  of  their  shares  to  zero  and  possibly 
involve  its  ruin.  On  the  other  hand,  companies  cannot  at  their  will 
and  without  the  precaution  enforced  by  the  statute  reduce  their  capi- 
tal ;  but  what  are  profits  and  what  is  capital  may  be  a  difficult  and 
sometimes  an  almost  impossible  problem  to  solve.  When  the  time 
comes  that  these  questions  come  before  us  in  a  concrete  case  we  must 
deal  with  them,  but  until  they  do  I,  for  one,  decline  to  express  any 
opinion  not  called  for  by  the  particular  facts  before  us,  and  I  am  the 
more  adverse  to  doing  so  because  I  foresee  that  many  matters  will 
have  to  be  considered  by  men  of  business  which  are  not  altogether 
familiar  to  a  Court  of  law.  I  move  that  this  judgment  be  af&rmed 
and  this  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

[LoKD  Macnaghten  delivered  a  short  concurring  opinion.] 
LoBD  Davey.  .  .  .  The  respondent,  in  his  affidavit,  states  generally 
that  he  was  from  first  to  last  under  the  honest  and  genuine  belief  that 
the  affairs  of  the  company  were  in  a  sound  and  solvent  condition,  and 
that  its  business  was  being  carried  on  at  a  profit,  and  that  its  net  pro- 
fits for  the  time  being  were  amply  sufficient  to  justify  the  dividends 
which  were  from  time  to  time  during  his  directorship  paid  to  the  share- 
holders. And  he  adds  that  the  general  manager  and  branch  managers 
were,  so  far  as  he  knew,  men  of  unquestioned  confidence  and  integrity, 
and  that  he  and  his  co-directors  were  compelled  by  the  magnitude 
of  the  business  and  the  exigencies  of  the  ease  generally  to  rely  upon 
(and  he  did  rely  upon)  these  officials  in  all  ordinary  matters  relating 
to  the  accounts  of  customers  and  other  questions  of  detail.  And  he 
deals  specifically  with  the  various  matters  alleged  in  the  liquidator's 
evidence  on  the  same  lines.  The  respondent  was  cross-examined  on 
his  affidavit  at  great,  but  not  unnecessary,  length.  I  am  not,  I  think, 
doing  injustice  to  the  appellant's  case  when  I  say  that  reliance  was 
chiefly  placed  on  the  "  weekly  states  "  and  "  quarterly  returns  "  made 
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by  the  branch  managers,  or  that,  if  he  cannot  succeed  in  fixing  the 
respondent  with  liability  on  these  documents,  his  case  fails.  These 
returns  were  laid  on  the  table  in  the  board  room  at  each  meeting  of 
the  directors.  A  comparative  analysis  of  them,  made  by  the  skilled 
accountant  who  advises  the  appellant,  does,  I  think,  show  that  certain 
accounts  which  were  treated  as  good  by  the  general  manager  in  the 
preparation  of  the  balance-sheets  submitted  by  him  to  the  directors 
were,  in  fact,  irretrievably  bad,  and  it  is  difficult  to  acquit  blie  general 
manager  of  improper  conduct  in  including  them  as  assets.  The  re- 
spondent says  in  his  affidavit  that  the  "  weekly  states  "  consisted  each 
week  of  a  very  large  and  voluminous  pile  of  sheets,  which  it  would 
have  taken  the  directors  a  couple  of  days  to  go  through,  and  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  general  manager  to  go  through  the  weekly  states, 
with  the  letters  of  the  branch  managers  accompanying  them,  and  to 
place  upon  the  agenda  any  points  arising  upon  them  which  he  consid- 
ered ought  to  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  directors  ;  and  upon 
the  discussion  of  such  points  the  documents  were,  when  necessary, 
referred  to ;  but,  except  in  such  cases,  the  weekly  states  were  not  con- 
sulted by  the  directors,  tut  they  relied  on  the  general  manager  going 
carefully  through  them  and  drawing  their  attention  to  any  matter 
requiring  their  consideration.  On  cross-examination  he  adhered  to 
this  statement.  He  added  that  the  chairman  also  went  through  them 
often  individually,  aud  he  did  so  for  the  board.  He  admitted  that 
before  recommending  a  dividend  he  did  not  look  at  all  the  accounts 
or  look  at  the  books  themselves,  but  he  said  that  the  directors  looked 
at  the  documents  which  were  put  before  them  by  the  manager  —  the 
amount  which  he  considered  was  doubtful  and  bad  —  and  they  made 
a  reserve  for  it.  He  also  said  that  it  was  never  brought  before  him 
that  amounts  due  from  bankrupt  debtors  were  included  in  the  balance- 
sheets  of  each  year,  and  he  never  heard  of  any  single  case  of  that  kind. 
It  further  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  other  witnesses  that  the 
branches  of  the  bank  were  regularly  visited  and  their  books  examined 
by  the  chairman  and  two  ins2ecto£S.  In  this  state  of  the  evidence,  I 
asE^hether  the  course  of  business  at  the  board  meetings  as  described 
by  the  respondent  was  a  reasonable  course  to  be  pursued  by  the  re- 
spondent and  other  directors,  or  whether  the  knowledge  that  might 
have  been  derived  from  a  careful  and  comparative  examination  of  the 
weekly  states  and  quarterly  returns  from  the  different  branches  of  the 
bank  ought  to  be  imputed  to  the  respondent,  or  alternatively,  whether 
he  was  guilty  of  such  neglect  of  his  duty  as  a  director  as  would  render 
him  liable  to  damages  ?  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  made  out  that  either 
of  the  two  latter  questions  should  be  answered  in  the  affirmative.  I 
think  the  respondent  was  bound  to  give  his  attention  to  and  exercise 
his  judgment  as  a  man  of  business  on  the  matters  which  were  brought 
before  the  board  at  the  meetings  which  he  attended,  and  it  is  not 
proved  that  he  did  not  do  so.  But  I  think  he  was  entitled  to  rely 
upon  the  judgment,  information,  and  advice  of  the  chairman  and  gen- 
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eral  manager,  as  to  whose  integrity,  skill,  and  competence  lie  had  no 
reason  for  suspicion.  I  agree  with  what  was  said  by  Sir  George  Jes- 
sel  in  "  Hallmark's  Case  "  (9  Ch.  D.,  329),  and  by  Mr.  Justice  Chitty 
in  "  In  re  Denham  <fc  Co."  (25  Ch.  D.,  762),  that  directors  are  not 
bound  to  examine  entries  in  the  company's  book.  It  was  the  duty 
of  the  general  manager  and,  possibly,  the  chairman  to  go  carefully 
through  the  returns  from  the  branches,  and  to  bring  before  the  board 
any  matter  requiring  their  consideration,  but  the  respondent  was  not, 
in  my  opinion,  guilty  in  negligence  in  not  examining  them  for  him- 
self, notwithstanding  that  they  jvere  laid  on  the  table  of  the  board 
for  reference.  The  case  is  no  doubt  one  of  some  dif&culty,  but  the 
appellant  has  not  made  out  to  my  satisfaction  that  the  respondent 
wilfully  (as  that  term  is  explained  in  the  cases  I  have  referred  to) 
misappropriated  the  company's  funds  in  payment  of  dividends. 

[LoBD  Bkampton  concurred.] 

Jydgment  affirmed.    Appeal  dismissed. 
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(d)  Contracts  between  a  Director  and  the  Corporation. 
MOBILE  IMPEOVEMENT    CO.  v.  GASS. 

1904.    142  Alabama,  520. 

Gass  and  three  other  directors  voted  to  convey  certain  land  belong- 
ing to  the  corporation  to  Gass,  on  the  performance  of  certain  acts  by 
Gass.  The  three  other  directors  were  less  than  a  quorum.  The  con- 
veyances were  thereafter  made,  and  the  corporation  sought  the  cancel- 
latioii_of  the  deeds.     The  "court  granted  relief  against  Gass. . 

Anderson,  J.  While  the  deeds  sought  to  be  cancelled  purport  to 
have  been  authorized  by  a  resolution  passed  at  a  meeting  in  Mobile  in 
the  year  1891,  it  is  an  undisputed  fact  that  they  were  made  under  and 
pursuant  to  a  resolution  of  a  bare  quorum  of  directors,  at  a  meeting 
held  at  Flint,  Michigan,  in  the  year  1896.  The  evidence  also  discloses 
the  fact  that,  at  said  meeting,  the  presence  of  and  the  participation 
therein  by  the  respondent,  Gass,  was  necessary  to  constitute  a  quorum 
and  togivg.  it  legal  vitality,  and  that  the  vote  of  Gass  'secured  the 
passage  of  the  resolution. 

The  directors  of  a  corporation  are  the  trustees  and  managing  part- 
ners, and  the  stockholders  are  the  cestui  que  trust,  and  have  a  joint 
interest  in  all  of  the  property  and  effects  of  the  corporation.  Robinson 
V.  Smith,  3  Paige,  222,  232  ;  Cunningham  v.  Pell,  5  lb.  607  ;  Slee  v. 
Bloom,  19  Johns.  479. 

"If  this  is  the  relation,  then  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  pur- 
chasers by  agents  and  trustees  apply  to  the  purchase  in  question. 
There  is  a  manifest  impropriety  in  allowing  the  same_perjsan_tQ-aet_ag_ 
--th,eji£entj)f_the  seller  and  to- become  himself,  the-bnyeR — There  may 
be,  in  all  such  cases,  a  conflict  between  the  duty  and  interest.  Acting 
for  the  best  interests  of  the  corporation,  his  disinterested  and  unbiassed 
convictions  of  duty  might  be  to  advise  against  a  sale  of  the  entire 
property  to  one  creditor,  or  against  any  sale  at  all.  It  is  in  view  of 
these  considerations  that '  the  wise  policy  of  the  law  hath  put  the  sting 
of  a  disability  into  the  temptation,  as  a  defensive  weapon  against  the 
strength  of  the  danger  which  lies  in  the  situation.'  Even  these  prin- 
ciples would  not,  in  my  judgment,  apply  in  the  case,  if  there  had  been 
a  quorum  without  Buell. 

"  Now  the  purchase  of  property  by  an  agent  or  trustee,  or  by  any 
person  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  is  not  void  ab  origine  and  abso- 
lutely. It  is  voidable  only.  It  is  made  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
principal  or  oeneticiary,  in  a  reasonable  time,  to  say  that  he  is  not 
satisfied  with  it.  Itjsjvalid  in  equity  as  well  as  law,  unless  the  parties 
ipterested  repudiate  it,  or  complain  of  it  ;...and  these  may  set  it  aside 
without  showing  either  fraud  or  injury.  Bank  of  Old  Dominion  v. 
Dubuque  Railroad  Co.,  8  Iowa,  227 ;  Davoue  v.  Fanning,  2  Johns,  Ch. 
252 ;  Bostwiok  v.  Atkins,  3  Comst.  63,  60 ;  1  Parsons  Cont.  75,  76  and 
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case  in  note;  1  Lead.  Cases  in  Eq.  167;  MacGregor  y.  Gardner,  14 
Iowa,  326,  335. 

"  As  the  principal  or  parties  interested  may  confirm  the  sale,  \mere 
stranger  cannot  make  the  objection,  that  the  trustee  was  the  purchaser, 
orThfit  the  sale  was  irregular.  The  remedy  belongs  only  'to  persons 
who  had  an  interes-t  in  the  property  before  the  sale,  and  no  other  per- 
son can  apply  to  set  aside  the  sale.'  "  Corei/  v.  Wadsworth,  118  Ala. 
507,  508;  Hawley  v.  Cramer,  4  Cow.  717,  744;  Edmondson  v.  Welsh, 
27  Ala.  578  ;  Foster  v.  Goree,  5  Id.  428 ;  Hannah  v.  Can-ington,  18  Ark. 
85 ;  Herbert  v.  Henrick,  16  Ala.  581 ;  Greenleaf  v.  Queen,  1  Pet.  138 ; 
5  Barr.  97 ;   Wightman  v.  Doe,  24  Miss.  675. 

The  directors  of  a  corporation  are  its  agents.  Their  position  implies 
that  confidence  is  reposed  in  them.  The  duties  which  a  director  as- 
sumes to  the  corporation  and  the  stockholders  thereof,  disqualifies  him 
from  binding  the  corporation  in  a  transaction  in  which  he  is  already 
interested.  O'Connor  Mining  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Coosa  Furnace  Co.,  88 
Ala.  630. 


UNITED  STATES  STEEL   CORPORATION  v.  HODGE. 

1902.    64  N.  J.  Eq.  807. 

The  directors  of  the  United  States  Steel  Corporation  voted  to  retire 
$200,000,000,  par  value,  preferred  stock,  by  issuing  to  the  holders  in 
exchange  for  such  stock  its  bonds  or  cash  raised  by  a  sale  of  its  bonds. 
J.  P.  Morgan  was  a  director  of  the  corporation,  and  a  member  of  the 
firm  of  J.  P.  Morgan  &  Co.  The  corporation,  acting  by  its  directors, 
entered  into  a  contract  with  J.  P.  Morgan  &  Co.,  which  provided  that 
the  firm  was  to  purchase  a  certain  number  of  the  bonds,  and  to  pay  for 
them  in  preferred  stock  or  cash,  in  consideration  of  certain  commis- 
sions. This  contract  was  expressly  made  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  stockholders.  J.  P.  Morgan~^&  Co.  formed  a  syndicate  to  insure 
Their  'performance  of  the  contract.  A  special  meeting  of  the  stock- 
holders was  called,  the  notice  stating  that  some  directors  were  inter- 
ested  in  tbejayndicate."  The  stockholders  approved  the  contract'.  The 
court  held  that  under  these  facts  the  contract  bound  the  corporation. 

Van  Syckel,  J.  The  object  of  the  rule  is  to  prevent  directors  from- 
secretly  using  their  fiduciary  position  for  their  own  emolument,  and 
not  to  impair  the  right  of  stockholders  to  enter  into  any  lawful  engage- 
ment with  a  full  disclosure  of  the  facts. 

In  Stewart  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co.,  supra,  Mr.  Justice  Dixon, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  this  court,  says  :  "After  an  examination 
of  all  the  cases  cited,  as  also  such  others  as  I  have  found,  and  a  careful 
consideration  of  the  principle,  and  the  results  of  regarding  and  disre- 
garding it,  I  have  come  to  the  conviction  that  the  true  legal  rule  is  that 
such  a  contract  is  not  void,  but  voidable,  to  be  avoided  at  the  option 
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of  the  cestui  que  trust,  exercised  within  a  reasonable  time ;  I  can  see 
no  further  safe  modification  or  relaxation  of  the  principle  than  this."     i 

It  is  a  settled  rule  of  corporation  law  that  the  personal  interest  of  / 
directors  renders  a  transaction  voidable  at  the  option  of  the  stockhold-  / ' 
ers,  and  not  void  per  se. 

Under  the.  declaration  of  this  court  in  the  case  last  cited  the  share- 
holders may,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  disclosure  to  them  of 
the  interest  of  a  director,  elect  to  avoid  the  contract ;  but  if  an  unrea- 
sonable time  is  allowed  to  elapse  without  exercising  such  option,  during 
which  the  position  of  directors  become  so  changed  that  it  would  be  in- 
equitable to  vacate  the  engagement,  equity  would  refuse  to  interpose. 

A  fortiori,  when  the  contract  is  entered  into  by  the  stockholders  with   / 
the  directors,  or  when  the  stockholders  expressly  authorize  the  direct- 
ors to  enter  into  a  contract,  when  the  stockholders  have  notice  of  the// 
directors'  interest,  the  agreement  will  be  unassailable  in  the  absence 
of  actual  fraud  or  wantjOif_power_in_the^orporation.  —-._  . 

In  The  case  sub  judice,' the  contract  was  in  effect  made  between  the 
stockholders  themselves  and  J.  P.  Morgan  <&  Co.,  and  it  cannot  be  suc- 
cessfully assailed  without  maintaining  that  stockholders  are  without 
capacity  to  make  a  valid  contract  with  the  directors  of  their  company. 

It  would  be  manifestly  contrary  to  fair  dealing  and  good  faith  to 
permit  stockholders  to  invite  directors  to  enter  into  an  engagement, 
and  after  the  directors  had  put  themselves  in  a  position  in  which  the 
contract  could  be  enforced  against  them,  to  permit  the  stockholders  to 
deprive  them  of  the  benefits  of  it. 

In  my  investigation  no  case  has  been  found  which  will  justify  such 
a  result. 


FOKT   PAYNE   ROLLING  MILL  v.   HILL. 

1899.    174  Massachusetts,  224. 

Contract  for  money  had  and  received.  At  the  trial  in  the  Superior 
Court,  before  Fessenden,  J.,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant; and  the  plaintiff  alleged  exceptions.  The  facts  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

Holmes,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  a  sum  received  or  re- 
tained by  the  defendant  by-  way  of^scount  upon  debts  of  the  plaintiff 
company  which  the  dsf^iidant  .settled.  This  discount  was  or  might 
have  been  found  to  have  been  received  by  the  defendant  in  pursuance 
of  votes  of  the  directors  by  which  he  was  employed  to  settle  claims 
against  the  plaintiff  company,  and  was  to  be  allowed  fivepeFcent  of 
the  face  value  of  b^dsjiged.,  in  payment  and  whatever  discount  he 
could  get  from  the  claims.  He  was  a  director,  but  took  no  part  in 
the  votes.    The  main  question  is,  whether  after  the  services  have  been 
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renderedia  receiver  of  the  company  has  the  right  as  matter  of  law  to 
avoid  tfie  contract  under  which  they  were  rendered.  The  jury  have 
found  that  all  parties  gigtediii_gaQd.feith.and  that  the  contract  was  not 
imprasddent.  They  may  have  found  more~specifiCtllly  Lliat  thA  dsfeiid- 
ant  advanced  his  own  money  to  settle  the  claims,  that  the  claims  were  I  i 
secured  by  liens  and  were  being  pressed,  and  that  the  .company  had/  / 
no  other  way  of  raising  money.  We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the(  I 
receiver  may  avoid  the  contract  now.  If  made  with  any  one  else,  it 
would  have  been  binding,  ^t  was  not  illegal  or  vojiJiec^use  made 
with  a  director,  the  only  .person  Hkely  to  be  willing__tfl_m^ke  it.  In 
this  country  it  very  generally  has  been  deemed  impractioablejto  adopt 
a  rule  which  ,abs.Qlutely_£rohibits  such  contracts.  Nye  v.  Storer,  168 
Mass.  53, 55.  Whatever  small  conflict  of  interest  between  himself  and 
the  company  there  may  have  been,  was  no  greater  or  other  than  that 
between  a  broker  paid  by  a  percentage  and  his  principal.  It  was  mani- 
fest and  must  havelDeen  understood.  The  contract  called  for  action 
outside  the  defendant's^dutyj^s  director,  or  at  least,  on  the  defendant's 
evidence,  needed  such  action  before  it  could  have  any  effect,  for  it  was 
no  part  of  the  defendant's  duty  as  director  to  advance  his  own  money. 
Assuming  the  contract  to  have  been  a  provident  one,  as  it  well  may 
have  been,  and  as  the  jury  have  found  that  it  was,  it  seems  to  us  not 
much  more  open  to  objection  than  a  contract  with  a  managing  director 
to  pay  him  a  salary.  ^" 

It  is  argued  that  the  defendant  did  not  pursue  the  votes  because  he 
bought  up  the  claims  and  held  them  as  security  for  the  sums  advanced 
by  him.  But  under  the  terms  of  the  arrangement  with  the  defendant, 
the  course  adopted  did  not  in  any  way  tend  to  the  disadvantage  of 
the  company,  and  we  must  take  it  that  the  jury  have  found,  as  they  /  /  /  / 
had  a  right  to  find,  that  the  purchasewas  merely  a  step  in  a  transac- 
tion which  ended,  and  from  the  beginning  was  intended  to  end,  in  the 
payment  of  the  claims.  It  does  not  seem  to  us  that  a  more  definite 
discussion  of  the  rulings  asked  and  given  is  necessary. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


h 


STEW'A^RT  V.  LEHIGH  vilLLEY  E.  CO. 

1875.    38  New  Jersey  Law,  505.1 

In  the  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals,  upon  error  to  the  Supreme 
Court. 

The  Lehigh  Valley  Eailroad  Company  sued  Cornelius  Stewart  and 
Joseph  C.  Stewart,  in  assumpsit,  for  tollsjiponthe  j)assage.of.boats  with 
merchandise  over  the  Morris  CanalT^The  defendants,  in  1868,  made 
a  contract  under  seal  with  the  Morris  Canal  and  Banking  Company, 

1  Only  so  much  of  the  report  is  given  as  relates  to  a  single  question.  -  Er 
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whereby  it  was  stipulated  {inter  alia)  that,  for  a  term  of  five  years,  the 
defendants  shQiLM-bfi_allQW£d_a  jjawbackpf  one  half  thejbolls  payable 
according'  to_the  printed  ratp.a  fnv  npytain -glasses  of  freight.  At  the 
date^T)f  thii^contract  one  of  the  defendants  was  a  director  of  the 
Morris  Canal  and  Banking  Company.  In  1871  the  Morris  Canal  and 
Banking  Company  leased  its  canal,  appurtenances  and  franchises  to 
the  Lehigh  Company,  and  alsq^ssi^ned  to  the,  Lehigh  Company jts  con- 
tract with  the  Heiendfiflta.  Ifjthe_defendants  are  allowed  the  stipu- 
lated^drawback,  nothing  is  due  from  them  for  transporfatioii.  " 
~  VamrtfcTj'^fL^OTn^j  Gteneral,'  sind'K'Wtlliamson,,  for  plaintiff. 

Thos.  N.  MeCarter,  for  defendants. 

Dixon,  J.  .  .  .  The  plaintiff  raises  another  and  a  most  important 
question  touching  the  validity  of  this  contract,  by  a  second  replication 
to  the  second  plea  before  mentioned,  upon  which  no  issue  was  joined, 
because  of  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  holding  that  plea  bad. 
The  main  fact  averred  in  the  replication  also  appeared  in  evidence 
at  the  trial,  and  testimony  as  to  some  of  the  outlying  circumstances 
was  offered  by  the  defendants,  excluded  and  exception  taken.  On 
the"  argument  before  this  court,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  urged 
this  main  fact  as  necessarily  invalidating  the  contract  relied  on  by  the 
defendants.  This  fact  is,  that  at  the  time  of  the  negotiations  for,  and 
the  execution  of,  the  contract  in  question,  one  of  the  defendants  was 
8i_director  of  The  Morris  Canal  and  Banking  Company  —  a  trustee 
for  it,  to  manage  its  affairs  —  and  it  is  insisted  that  his  relation  to  the 
company  was,  therefore,  such  that  he  was  prohibited  from  entering 
iiito_this_contractjvith  i^^      that  the  contract  is,  ipso  facto,  void. 

The  position  thus  assumed  by  tEe  plaintiff  rests  upon  tEe  broad 
principle  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  director  to  so  deal  with  the  pro- 
perty and  franchises  of  the  corporation  —  to  so  manage  its  affairs  as 
would  most  conduce  to  the  corporate  interest,  and  that  he  could  not 
perform  that  duty  while  contracting  with  it  in  his  own  behalf,  or  if 
by  possibility  his  own  interest  was  cmisistent  with  the  best  interest 
of  the  company  in  so  contracting,  yet/so  insidious  are  the  promptings 
of  selfishness  arid  so  p^reat  is  the  dangarJiliat  it  "will  over-ride  duty 
wiKeiTbroiTgirE'  into  conflict  with  it,  that  sound  policy  requires  that 
suBh— contraetg~g'KSTrlcr  not  be  enforced  or  regarded.  After  an  exam- 
ination of  all  the  cases  cited,  and  such  others  as  I  have  found,  and  a 
careful  consideration  of^he  principle  and  the  results  of  regarding  and 
of  disregarding  it,  ^__have  come  to  the  conviction  that  the  true  legal 
rule  is,  that  such  a  contract  is  not  void,  but  voidable,  to  be  avoided^t 
the  option  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  exercised  within  a  reasonable  tinieT? 
I  can  see  no  further  safe  modification  or  relaxation  of  the  principle 
than  this.  A  director  of  a  corporation  may  have  rights  not  arising 
out  of  express  contract  —  such  as  the  right  to  pass  over  its  railroad, 
or  transport  his  goods  over  its  canal,  on  paying  reasonable  tolls,  or  to 
have  money  which  he  has  loaned  it  repaid  to  him;  but  where  the 
right  is  one  which  must  stand,  if  at  all,  upon  an  express  contract,  and 
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which  does  not  arise  by  operation  or  implication  of  law,  then  he  shall 
not  hold  it  against  the  will  of  his  cestui  que  trust ;  for  in  the  very 
bargain  which  gave  rise  to  it,  in  which  he  should  have  kept  in  view 
the  interest  of  that  cestui  que  trust,  there  intervened  before  his  eyes 
the  opposing  interest  of  himself.  The  vice  which  inheres  in  the 
judgment  of  a  judgein  his  own  cause,  contaminates  the  contract ;  the 
ihind  of  the  director  or  trustee  is  the  forum  in  which  lie  and  his  cestui 
que  trust  are  urging  theil  rival  claims,  and  when  his  opposing  litigant 
appeals  from  the  judgment  there  pronounced,  that  judgment  must 
fall.     It  matters  not  that  the  contract  seems  atjajr  one.     Fraud  is  too 

vj_,  cunning  and  evasive  for  courts  to  estabRsK  a"ruTe  that  invites  its 
:  presence.  There  may  be  isolated  cases  in  which  the  trustee  is  willing 
to  make  a  contract  on  more  favorable  terms  for  the  cestui  que  trust 
than  any  one  else,  but  the  opportunities  for  self-advancement,  at  the 
expense  of  those  whose  concerns  he  has  in  charge,  and  under  circum- 
stances where  concealment  is  easy,  are  so  much  more  numerous  than 
these  isolated  oases,  that  in  declaring  a  rule  the  latter  are  not  worthy 
of  consideration,  ^jfor  is  it  proper  for  one  of  a  board  of  directors  to 
support  his  contract  with  his  company,  upon  the  ground  that  he 
abstained  from  participating  as  director  in  the  negotiations  for  and 
final  adoption  of  the~Bar^Ins  "Byhis  co-directors  ;  the  very  words 
in  which  he  asserts  his  right  declare  his  wrong ;  he  ought  to  have 
participated,  and  in  the  interest  of  the  stockholders,  and  if  he  did 
not,  and  they  have  thereby  suffered  loss,  of  which  they  shall  be  the 
judges,  he  must  restore  the  rights  he  has  obtained  —  he  must  hold 
against  them  no  advantage  that  he  has  got  through  neglect  of  his  duty 
towards  them!)  Many  authorities  exemplifying  the  rule  may  be  found. 
I  cite  a  few  only  :  — 

York  Building  Ass.  v.  Mackenzie,  8  Bro.  P.  C,  42  of  Appendix  —  4 
Cr.  &  Stew.  378  ;  Aberdeen  Railway  Co.  v.'Blaikie,  1  Macq.  461 ;  The 
York  &  M.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hudson,  16  Beav.  485  ;  Mulford  v.  Minch,  3 
Stonkt.  16  ;  Davoue  v.  Fanning,  2  Johns.  Ch.  252 ;  Cumberland  Coal  & 
Iron  Co.  V.  Sherman  et  al.,  30  Barb.  553  ;  Gardner  v.  Ogden  et  al.,  22 
N.  Y.  327  ;  Butts  v.  Wood,  37  N.  Y.  317  ;  Michoud  et  al.  v.  Girod  et 
al.,  4  How.  503. 

The  application  of  the  rule  is  most  frequent  in  the  relations  between 
jsndor  -and  purchaser,  but  its  reason  and  force  extend  to  all  agents 
and  trustees,  public  and  private.  It  has  not  always  presented  itself 
to  the  minds  of  judges  in  its  full  scope.  At  times  they  have  been 
seduced  into  listening  to  suggestions  that  the  circumstances  of  the 
special  case  showed  the  absence  of  fraud  and  over-reaching.  At  other 
times,  they  have  intimated  that  the  cestui  que  trust  mast  seek  his  re- 

I     i    lief  in  equity  ;  but  the  strongest  intellects  have  enunciated  the  rule 
1    with  its  utmost  vigor,  and  in  its  broadest  extent. 

The  qualification,  however,  which  the  rule  undoubtedly  has,  saves 
the  case  before  us  from  its  operation.  The  cestui  que  trust  of  the 
defendant  director  was  not  the  plaintiff,  but  the  Morris  Canal  and 
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Banking  Company.  The  right  of  avoidance  was  one  which  belonged 
to  that  company  and  its  stockholders,  and  not  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
act  of  1871,  empowering  the  canal  company  to  lease,  only  authorized 
it  to  lease  the  canal,  with  its  boats,  property,  works,  appurtenances, 
and  ftarrehises  f  aiid  urider  this  power,  it  could  scarcely  transfer  so 
peculiarly  personal  a  privilege  as  this  option  to  avoid  a  contract.  Nor 
would" artransfer  of  the'contractpaud  all  of  the  cariaT"company's  rights 
under  it,  carry  this  right  of  choice  ;  for  that  does  not  spring  out  of 
the  contract,  but  out  of  the  fiduciary  relation  existing  between  the 
parties  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made.  And,  moreover,  the  case 
shows  that,  after  the  lease  to  the  plaintiff,  and  during  all  the  time  in 
which  it  is  claimed  the  ^iolls  sued  for  were  accruing,  the  plaintiff  dealt 
with  the  defendants  on  the  basis  of  the  binding  ef&cacy  of  the  con- 
tract. 

I  conclude,  therefore,  that  there  appears  before  us  no  reason  for  re- 
fusing to  give  to  this  contract  that  force  to  which  our  construction  of 
its  terms  entitles  it,  and  that,  upon  the  case  before  us,  judgment 
should  be  rendered  for  the  defendants  below,  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

For  affirmance  —  Eebd,  Woodhull  —  2. 

For  reversal — The  Chancellok,  Dixon,  Knapp,  Clement,  Dodd, 
Green,  Lathkop,  Wales  —  8.  " 
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(e)  Dealings  by  a  Director  with  Third  Parties. 
PEAKSON'S  CASE. 

1877.    L.  S.  5  Ck.  Div.  336. 

A  DIRECTOR  of  a  company  received,  from  one  of  the  promoters  a 
number  of  paid-up  shares  sufficient  to  qualify  him  as  a  director,  and 
then  took  an  active  part  in  carrying  out  a  conditional  contract  for  the 
purchase  by  the  company  of  a  colliery  belonging  to  the  promoters,  and 
for  purchasing  and  working  which  the  company  was  formed.  Jessel, 
M.  R.,  held  that  he  must  account  to  the  company  for  the  value  of  the 
shares,  saying :  That  being  the  position  of  Sir  Edwin  Pearson,  can  he 
be  allowed  to  say  in  a  Court  of  Equity  that  he,  having  received  a  pres- 
ent of  part  of  the  purchase  money,  and  being  knowingly  in  the  position 
of  agent  and  trustee  for  the  purchasers,  can  retain  that  present  as 
against  the  actual  purchasers  ?  It  appears  to  me  that,  upon  the  plain- 
est principles  of  equity  and  good  conscience,  he  cannot.  Whether  the 
purchase  was  or  was  not  an  advantageous  one  for  the  company,  whether 
the  property  which  they  purchased  at  this  large  proiit  was  or  was  not 
worth  the  increased  price  that  they  paid  for  it,  is  a  question  wholly 
immaterial  for  us  to  consider ;  he  cannot,  in  the  fiduciary  position  he 
occupied,  retain  for  himself  any  benefit  or  advantage  that  he  obtained 
under  such  circumstances.  He  must  be  deemed  to  have  obtained  it 
under  circumstances  which  made  him  liable,  at  the  option  of  the  cestuis 
qy,e  trust,  to  account  either  for  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  present  he 
was  receiving,  or  to  account  for  the  thing  itself  and  its  proceeds  if  it 
had  increased  in  value.  The  company  elect  on  the  present  occasion  to 
ask  to  charge  him  with  the  value  of  the  twenty-five  share  warrants  at 
the  time  of  their  delivery. 
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Finch,  J.  .  .  .  But  the  further  claim  is  made  that,  because  Hotch- 
kiss  and  Seymour  were  officers  of  the  corporation,  holding  a  fiduciary 
relation  as  trustees  or  directors,  they  could  not  lawfully  buy  the  valid 
and  outstanding -obl-igat-ions~of~t-h'e~eompany  at  Jessthan  par  and  en- 
force"them  fgr_ilifi_£»il-amount  against^ the  dgbtors.  If  that  be  sound 
doctrine,  as  is  stoutly  maintained,  if  directors  cannot  in  any  case 
investjn^thejjonds  of  their  own  companies  except  at  the  peril  of  a 
constructive  fraud,  if  they  cannot  safely  Buy  such  bonds  below  par, 
because  they  deem  them  unduly  depressed,  if  titles  to  corporate  obli- 
gations passing  through  their  hands  become  tainted  by  their  touch,  it 
is  quite  time  that  the  courts  should  give,  what  they  have  not  given, 
a  very  definite  and  distinct  warning.  Some  citations  of  seeming 
authority  are  pressed  upon  us  and  others  exist.  The  broad  rule  is 
stated  in  Perry  on  Trusts  (§  428),  that  "a  trnsteej_Mcg^utor__or_as- 
signee  cannot  buy  iip  a.iJ^bt,  or  incumbrance  to  which  the  tmst  estate 
is  liable  for  less  than  is  actually  due  thereon,  and  maEe  a  profit_to 
him^eff,"  and  that  is  the  doctrine  invoked  in  this  case  as  applicable 
to  a  director  regarded  as  a  trustee  of  the  corporation.  15ut  the  state- 
ment, however  correct  in  its  application  to  specific  instances,  must  be 
taken  with  the  limitations  which  belong  to  it.  /rTs^foundation  is  that 
a  fiduciary  agent,  owing  a  duty  to  his  principal,  cannot  make  a  con- 
tract for  his  own  benefit  which  is  or  may  bainqonsistent  with  that 
duty,  and  the  cases  generally  are  of  two  kin4sj  /X^^  trustee  buys  in 
the  property  of  his  principal  at  a  sacrifice  for  his  own  benefit,  when, 
if  he  bought  it  at  all,  it  was  his  duty  to  do  it  for  his  principal,  or  he 
makes  a  contract  in  behalf  of  his  principal  with  himself  directly  or 
indirectly  as  the  other  party  to  the  agreement.  /The  first  class  of 
cases  is  illustrated  by  Slade  v.  Van  Verhten  (il"Paige,  26),  where  the 
assignee  bought  in  assigned  property  at  a  sheriff's  sale  and  claimed 
the  personal  benefit  of  his  bargain  ;  and  the  second  class  by  Munson 
V.  S.  G.  &  C.  R.  R.  Co.  (103  N.  Y.  58),  in  which  the  directors  con- 
tracting  had  a  private  and  personal  interest.  possibly_adverse  to  their 
cfiduciary^duj^  Almost,  if  not  quite  all,  of  thecases  citecl  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  belong  to  one  or  the  other  of  these 
two  classes.  But  they  do  not  decide  this  case,  for  Hotchkiss  and 
Seymour  neither  bought  in  any  propertg^of  the  companv_nordealt 
with  the  corporation  m  any  Respect.  They  made  their  contracVnot 
with  it,  but  with  third  persons  capable  of  protecting  their  own  rights, 
and  bought  nothing  which  the  corporation  owned  or  to  which  it  had  a 
right.  We  must  go  to  still  other  cases,  founded  it  may  be  to  some 
Rxtent  upon  similar  ideas  of  fiduciary  duty,  to  discover  even  an  ap- 
I  Statement  and  arguments  omitted.    Only  part  of  the  opinion  is  given,  —  Es. 
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Ijroximate  authority.  There  are  cases  of  co-partnership  in  which  the 
general  rules  pertaining  to  that  specific  relation  might  prove  to  be 
broad  enough  to  cover  the  purchase  of  the  debt  owing  by  the  firm 
{Am.  Bk.  Note  Co.  v.  Edson,  66  Barb.  89),  and  other  cases  in  which 
the  duties  flowing  from  a  liquidation  conducted  by  the  trustee,  and  as 
to  which  he  owes  a  specific  trust  duty,  forbid  a  purchase  by  the  trus- 
tee for  his  own  benefit  at  a  discount.  But  in  every  class  of  cases  the 
rule  is  founded  upon  the  unwillingness  of  the  law  to  uphold  contracts 
which  bring  into  collision  the  trust  duty  and  the  personal  interest, 
and  it  is  because  of  that  collision,  and  the  temptations  which  surround 
it,  that  it  declares  tEe  contract  voidable  at  the  election  of  the  bene- 
ficiary without  investigating  the  good  or  bad  faith  of  the  trustee. 
The  entire  basis  of  the  rule  consists  in  this  collision  between  trust 

'  duty  and  personal  interest,  and  the  equitable^  prohibition  has  nFappTP 
cation  where  there  is  no  such  possible  inconsistgacy.  There  is  no 
such  conflict  in  the  ordinary  case  of  the  purchase  by  a  director  in  a 

I  going  corporation  of  its  outstanding  obligations.  There  is  no  present 
duty  resting  upon  him  to  extinguish  them.  The  time  for  tliat  has  not 
come,  the  duty  has  not  arisen,  may  never  arise,  the  corporation  is  not 
prepared  to  pay,  does  not  contemplate  paying,  but  intends  and  expects 
to  await  the  full  maturity  of  the  debt.  Unless  some  special  fund 
has  been  provided,  or  some  special  liquidation  has  been  ordered,  the 
director  owes  no  duty  to  his  company  to  discharge  or  buy  in  the  out- 
standing bonds,  and  may  purchase  for  himself  because  no  inconsistent 
trust  duty  has  arisen.  Why  should  he  not?  While  tEeTionds  are 
running  to  their  maturity,  and  the  corporation  is  not  able  to  extinguish 
them,  is  not  bound  to  do  so,  does  not  even  wish  or  seek  to  do  so,  what 

//  does  it  matter  who  holds  the  securities  or  on  what  terms  they  pass 
from  hand  to  hand  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  we  are  asked  to  crowd  the 
rule  almost  to  the  verge  of  an  absurdity,  and  to  inflict  a  vital  injury 
upon  business  interests  by  tainting  with  invalidity  the  holding  by  a 
director  of  the  unmatured  obligations  of  the  corporation  bought  by 
him  in  the  open  market  and  not  put  in  liquidation  or  sought  to  be 
extinguished.  There  must  at  least  be  some  fact  or  circumstance  which 
charges  the  trustee  with  a  present  duty  to  act  for  his  company  in 
respect  to  the  bonds,  which  duty  is  or  may  be  inconsistent  with  a 
personal  purchase.  No  such  duty  rested  upon  Hotchkiss  and  Sey- 
mour, and  they  had  a  right  to  buy  and  hold  for  their  own  benefit. 

Indeed,  there  is  a  further  and  equally  conclusive  answer.  If  the 
doctrine  invoked  applied  to  this  case  it  would  make  the  purchase  not 
void  but  voidable  at  the  election  of  the  corporation,  and  thai;  election 
must  be  made  promptly  and  upon  sufficient  kiiowledge  of  the  facts.  ^ 
The  beneficiary  cannot  wait  and  speculate  upon  the  chances  of  delay,  \ 
but  must  act.  Here  tlie  purchase  was  made  before  1873,  and  in  18§0 
the  corporation  is  found  recognizing  and  ratifying'tHeTitle''oF1the 
vendees  or  their  successors,  making  payments  to  them,  and  providing 
for  future  payments,  and  it  is  only  after  a  delay  of  fifteen  years  that 
an  attempt  to  repudiate  the  purchase  is  made. 
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(p)  Do  Directors  starui  in  a  Fiduciary  Relation  to  the  Shareholders  individually  t 
PEECIVAL  V.  WRIGHT. 

[1902]  2  Ch.  421. 

This  was  an  action  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  shares  in  a  limited  com- 
pany, on  the  ground  that  the  purchasers,  being  directors,  ought  to 
have  informed  their  vendor  shareholders  of  certain  pending  negotia-  i 
tions  for  the  sale  of  the  company's  undertaking. 

In  and  prior  to  October,  1900,  the  plaiiitiffs  were  the  joint  regis- 
tered owners  of  253  shares  of  £10  each  (with  £9  8s.  paid  up)  in  a 
colliery  company  called  Nixon's  Navigation  Company,  Limited. 

The  objects  of  the  company,  as  defined  by  the  memorandum  of  asso- 
ciation, included  the  disposal  by  sale  of  all  or  any  of  the  property  of 
the  company.  The  board  of  directors  were  empowered  to  exercise 
all  powers  not  declared  to  be  exercisable  by  general  meetings ;  but  no 
sale  of  the  company's  collieries  could  be  made  without  the  sanction 
of  a  special  resolution. 

The  shares  of  the  company,  which  were  in  few  hands  and  were 
transferable  only  with  the  approval  of  the  board  of  directors,  had  no 
market  price  and  were  not  quoted  on  the  Stock  Exchange. 

On  October  8,  1900,  the  plaintiffs'  solicitors  wrote  to" the  secretary 
of  the  company  asking  if  he  knew  of  any  one  disposed  to  purchase 
shares. 

On  October  15,  1900,  in  answer  to  the  secretary's  inquiry  as  to 
what  price  they  were  prepared  to  accept,  the  plaintiffs'  solicitors 
wrote  stating  that  the  plaintiffs  would  be  disposed  to  entertain  offers 
of  £12  5s.  per  share.  This  price  was  based  on  a.valuation  which  the 
plaintiffs  had  obtained  from  independent  valuers  some  months  pre- 
viously. 

On  October  17, 1900,  the  chairman  of  the  company  wrote  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' solicitors  stating  that  their  letter  of  October  15  had  been  handed 
to  him,  and  that  he  would  take  the  shares  at  £12  6s. 

On  October  20,  1900,  the  plaintiffs'  solicitors  having  taken  a  fresh 
valuation,  replied  that  the  plaintiffs  were  prepared  to  accept  £12  10s. 
per  share. 

On  October  22,  1900,  the  chairman  wrote  accepting  that  offer,  and 
stating  that  the  shares  would  be  divided  into  three  lots. 

On  October  24,  1900,  the  chairman  wrote  stating  that  eighty-five 
shares  were  to  be  transferred  to  himself  and  eighty-four  shares  apiece 
to  two  other  named  directors. 

The  transfers  having  been  approved  by  the  board,  the  transaction 
'was  completed. 

The  plaintiffs  subsequently  discovered  that,  prior  to  and  during 
their  own  negotiations  for  sale,  the  chairman  and  the  board  were 
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being  approached  by  one  Holden  with  a  view  to  the  purchase  of  the 
entire  undertaking  of  the  companj',  which  Holden  wished  to  resell  at 
a  profit  to  a  new  company.  Various  prices  were  successively  sug- 
gested by  Holden,  all  of  which  represented  considerably  over  £12  10s. 
per  share ;  but  no  firm  offer  was  ever  made  which  the  board  could 
lay  before  the  shareholders,  and  the  negotiations  ultimately  proved 
abortive.  The  court  was  not  in  fact  satisfied  on  the  evidence  that  the 
board  ever  interrded  to  sell. 

The  plaiStlHsHBrDuglfb  this  action  against  the  chairman  and  the  two 
other  purchasing  directors,  asking  to  have  the  sale  set  aside  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendants  as  directors  ought  to  have  disfilssed  the 
negotiations  with  Holdeii  when  treating  for  the  purchase  of  the  plain- 
tiifs'  shares. 

SwiNFEN  Eadt,  J.  The  position  of  the  directors  of  a  company 
has  often  been  considered  and  explained  by  many  eminent  equity 
judges.  In  Great  Eastern  JRy.  Co.  v.  Turner^  Lord  Selborne,  _Xj-  C., 
points  out  the  twofold  position  wliich  directors  fill.  He  says  :/j'  The 
directors  are  the  mere  trustees  or  agents  of  the  company,  —  trustees 
of  the  company's  money  and  property,  —  agentsin  the  transactions 
wliicb  they  enter  into  on  behalf  of  the  compauy."!  In  In  re  Forest  of 
Dean  Coal  Mining  Co.,^  Jessel,  M.  R.,  says  :""^gain,  directors  are 
called  trustees.  -  They  are  no  doubt  trustees  of  assets  which  have 
come  into  their  liands,  or  which  are  under  their  control,  but  they  are 
not  trustees  of  a  debt  due  to  the  company.  The  company  is  the 
creditor,  and,  as  I  said  before,  they  are  only  the  managing  partners." 
Again,  in  In  re  Lands  Allotment  Co.,^  Lindley,  L.  J.,  says  :  "  Although 
directors  are  not  properly  speaking  trustees,  yet  they  have  always 
been  considered  and  treated  as  trustees  of  money  which  comes  to 
their  hands  or  which  is  actually  under  their  control ;  and  ever  since 
joint  stock  companies  were  invented  directors  have  been  held  liable 
to  make  good  moneys  which  they  have  misapplied  upon  the  same  foot- 
ing as  if  they  were  trustees,  and  it  has  always  been  held  that  they  are 
not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  old  Statute  of  Limitations  because 
they  have  committed  breaches  of  trust,  and  are  in  respect  of  such 
moneys  to  be  treated  as  trustees." 

It  was  from  this  point  of  view  that  YorJc  and  North  Midland  Ry. 
I  Co.  V.  Hudson  *  and  Parker  v.  McKenna '  were  decided.  Directors 
must  dispose  of  their  company's  shares  on  the  best  terms  obtainable, 
and  must  not  allot  them  to  themselves  or  their  friends  at  a  lower 
price  in  order  to  obtain  a  personal  benefit.  They  must  act  bona  fid^ 
for  the  interests  of  the  company. 

The  plaintiffs'  contention  in  the  present  case  goes  far  beyond  this. 
It  is  urged  that  the  directors  hold  a  fiduciary  position  as  trustees  for 
the  individual  shareholders,  and  that,  where  negotiations  for  sale  of 

I  (1872)  L.  R.  8  Ch.  149,  352.  2  (1878)  10  Ch.  D.  450,  453. 

»  [1894J  1  Ch.  616,  631.  4  16  Beav.  485,  491,  496.  6  (1874)  L.  R.  10  Ch.  96. 
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the  undertaking  are  on  foot,  they  are  in  the  position  of  trustees  for 
sale.  The  plaintiffs  admitted  that  this  fiduciary  position  did  not  stand 
in  the  way  of  any  dealing  between  a  director  and  a  shareholder  be- 
fore the  question  of  sale  of  the  undertaking  had  arisen,  but  contended/ 
that  as  soon  as  that  question  arose  the  position  was  altered.  No  au- 
thority was  cited  for  that  proposition,  and  I  am  unable  to  adopt  the 
view  that  any  line  should  be  drawn  at  that  point.  It  is  contended 
that  a  shareholder  knows  that  the  directors  are  managing  the  business 
of  the  company  in  the  ordinary  course  of  management,  and  impliedly 
releases  them  from  any  obligation  to  disclose  any  information  so  ac- 
quired. That  is  to  say,  a  director  purchasing  shares  need  not  dis- 
close a  large  casual  profit,  the  discovery  of  a  new  vein,  or  the  prospect 
of  a  good  dividend  in  the  immediate  future,  and  similarly  a  director 
selling  shares  need  not  disclose  losses,  these  being  merely  incidents 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  management.  But  it  is  urged  that,  as  soon 
as  negotiations  for  the  sale  of  the  undertaking  are  on  foot,  the  posi- 
tion is  altered.  WEyT  The  true  rule  is  that  a  shareholder  is  fixed 
with  knowledge  of  all  the  directors'  powers,  and  has  no  more  reason 
■  to  assume  that  they  are  not  negotiating  a  sale  of  the  undertaking  than 
to  assume  that  they  are  not  exercising  any  other  power.  It  was 
strenuously  urged  that,  though  incorporation  affected  the  relations  of 
the  shareholders  to  the  external  world,  the  company  thereby  becom- 
ing a  distinct  entity,  the  position  of  the  shareholders  inter  se  was  not 
affected,  and  was  the  same  as  that  of  partners  or  shareholders  in  an 
unincorporated  company.  I  am  unable  to  adopt  that  view.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  the  purchasing  directors  were  under  no  obli- 
gation to  disclose  to  their  vendor  shareholders  the  negotiations  which 
ultimately  proved  abortive.  The  contrary  view  would  place  directors 
in  a  most  invidious  position,  as  they  could  not  buy  or  sell  shares  with- 
out disclosing  negotiations,  a  premature  disclosure  of  which  might 
well  be  against  the  best  interests  of  the  company.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  directors  are  not  in  that  position. 

There  is  no  question  of  unfair  dealing  in  this  case.     The  directors 
did  not  approach  the  shareholders  with  the  view  of  obtaining  their  ....j^^*^ 


shajgs.    The  shareholders  approached  the  directors,  and  namedT^the      ^'p"^ 
prino  p|.  wtiip,^  t-.Tipy  warp  desirous  ofsgUing.    The  plaintiffs'  caie         ' 


priPft   jit.   whiP,^ 

wholly  fails,  and  must  be^a 


_selling. 
"with  costs. 
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OLIVEK  V.   OLIVER 

1903.    118  Georgia,  362. 

The  petition  was  against  John  Oliver  and  the  Gate  City  Oil  Com- 
pany. These  facts  appear  from  it :  <John  Oliver  is  a  brother  of  the 
petitioners.  He  resides  in  Georgia,  where  the  defendant  company  has 
its  principal  place  of  .business,  and  they  reside  in  New  York.  For  a 
number  of  years  all  the  brothers  have  been  engaged  together  in  vari- 
ous business  enterprises  in  different  parts  of  the  country,  and  in  all 
their  enterprises  their  plan  has  been  that  each  brother  should  be  inter- 
ested to  the  same  extent  as  each  of  the  othersl  JoEn  Oliver  sold  their 
stock  in  one  of  these  enterprises,  which  was  held  by  them  as  a  firm 
under  the  name  of  Oliver  Brothers,  and  of  which  he  had  the  manage- 
ment, and  organized  the  defendant  company,  subscribing  to  its  stock 
in  the  firm  name  but  causing  the  stock  to  be  issued  in  equal  propor- 
tions to  the  members  of  the  firm.  The  petitioners  left  entirely  to  him 
the  investment  of  the  funds  used  for  this  purpose,  and  the  manage- 
mentof  the  stock  and  of  t^e.c2,mpany^s^^£airs.  He  waTtTie  president " 
of  the'companyr~~WEile  occupying  that  position  he  sought  and  ob- 
tained from  the  petitioners  options  on  their  holdings  in  the  company, 
at  $110  per  share,  alleging  as  a  reason  for  so  doing  that  there  was  no 
longer  any" profit  in  the  business ;  that  the  increased  number  of  small 
oil  mills  beingTiuilt  at  cotbonseed  points  rendered  it  more  difficult  for 
the  larger  companies  to  make  dividends  ;  that  there  might  be  an  oppor- 
tunity to  sell  out  the  plant  at  a  fair  price,  and  he  wanted  to  be  in  a 
position  where  it  could  be  sold  if  sucETan  opportunity  offered,  the  sale 
to  be  for  the  ex|ualbenefit  of  all  the  stockholders*  of  the  company.  In 
June,  1901,  hemaileHto  them  a  statement  of  the  affairs  of  the  com- 
pany, showing  that  it  had  been  losing  money  that  year.  In  view  of 
this  statement  and  of  the  fact  thaE~rio  divfdends  were  declared,  and 
not  knowing  of  the  existence  of  certaiq^ssets  omitted  from  the  state- 
igent,  and  believing  that  the  options  were  to  beliStid  funjie  purpose 
torwhich  they  were  obtained,  —  "  that  is,  of  selling  the  plant  for  an 
amount  not  less  than  $110  per  share,  and,  if  more  than  that  amount, 
that  the  price  still  would  inure  to  the  benefit  of  all  parties  concerned," 
they  "  allowed  the  options  to  continue."  The  petition  alleges  that  by 
these  options  "  John  Oliver  was  in  reality  constituted  the  agent  of  the 
petitioners  for  the  purpose  of  delivering  over  their  shares  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  the  .  .  .  company  to  such  purchaser  as  might  propose  to 
purchase  the  plant  upon  terms  which  he  might  deem  advantageous, 
netting  the  petitioners  not  less  than  $110  per  share,  and  the  petition- 
ers sharing  with  the  other  stockholders  upon  equal  terms  in  all  amounts 
realized  by  such  sale  to  be  made  by  .  .  .  John  Oliver  as  the  agent  of 
petitioners."  "  John  Oliver  wrote  the  option  and  fixed  therein  the 
valuation  himself,  which  .  .  .  petitioners  did  not  question,  for  the 
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reason  that  it  was  considered  simply  as  a  minimum  sum  at  which  the 
stock  would  be  parted  with,  [he]  to  get  the  hest  he  could  above  that 
for  [them]  and  for  himself."  The  options  were  without  consideration. 
When  they  were  given,  or  at  the  time  of  the  last  renewal  of  them, 
John  Oliver  had  begun  negotiations  which  he  concealed  from  the  peti- 
tioners and  which  resulted  in  the  sale,  in  August,  1901,  of  the  plant 
and  a  part  of  the  other  assets  of  the  company  to  the  Virginia-Carolina 
Chemical  Company,  for  a  sum  which,  together  with  the  remaining 
assets,  made  the  stock  worth  very  much  more  than  f  110  per  share. 
According  to  the  petition,  the  true  value  at  that  time  was  $185  per 
share,  and  was  admitted  by  John  Oliver  to  be.ll40per  sharel  In  this 
sale  he  acted  for  the  defendant^.ompany  and  as  its  president.  When 
the  trade  was  about  to  be  consummated  he  borrowed  money  to  pay  the 
petitioners  for  their  stock,  had  it  transferred  to  himself  on  the  books 
of  the  company,  and  bought  other  stock  until  he  and  Fred.  Oliver,  an- 
other brother,  were  the  only  stockholders  on  the  books ;  and,  on  the 
consummation  of  the  sale,  he  had_the  company  pay  the  stockholders 
of  record  $1.10  on  the  dollar  of  the  sto^,  and  used  thiTTnoney  to 
"fepa^the  loan. 

The  petition  alleges  that  when  John  Oliver  toofcjp  himself  the  stock 
of  the  petitioners  under  the  options,  he  violated  the  agency  which  had 
been  created  for  him ;  that  he  committed  a  fraud  on  them  by  mislead- 
ing them  as  to  the  purpose  for  which  he  wanted  the  options,  and  in 
giving  them  incorrect  information  of  the  affairs  of  the  company  (he 
then  acting  as  president  and  giving  the  information  to  them  as  stock- 
holders), which  information  showed  the  company  to  be  worth  less 
money  than  it  was,  and  misled  them  in  the  sale  of  their  stock ;  and 
further,  by  withholding  from  them,  while  occupying  to  them  a  relation 
of  trust,  information  to  which  they  were  entitled  and  which  made  their 
stock  more  valuable,  using  this  information  to  his  own  gain  and  trading 
upon  it  as  against  them ;  and  that  this  was  done  in  pursuance  of  an 
understanding  between  himself  and  Fred.  Oliver,  by  which  Fred.  Oliver 
would  reap  a  like  advantage  in  "dealing  with  the  Charlotte  Oil  and 
Fertilizer  Company,  Fred.  Oliver  having  procured  from  them,  for  simi- 
lar purposes,  options  on  their  stock  in  that  company.  It  is  alleged 
that  on  account  of  these  facts  the  title  to  the  stock  in  question  did  not 
pass  out  of  the  petitioners,  and  they  are  still  stockholders  of  the  de- 
fendant company ;  that  the  affairs  of  the  company  are  controlled  by 
John  Oliver  and  Fred.  Oliver,  who  claim  to  be  the  sole  stockholders, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  petitioners  ;  that  they  have  demanded  of  John 
Oliver,  as  president  of  the  company  and  as  its  majority  stockholder, 
that  he  give  them  access  to  the  books  of  the  company  and  information 
as  to  its  assets,  and  that  the  dividends  to  which  they  are  entitled  be 
paid  to  them ;  but  he  refuses  to  give  them  any  information  as  to  the 
condition  of  the  company  or  to  allow  them  a  voice  in  its  management, 
and  proposes  to  distribute  the  assets,  in  a  manner  unknown  to  the 
petitioners,  between  himself  and  Fred.  Oliver,  who  is  a  non-resident  of' 
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the  State ;  that  John  Oliver,  acting  in  collusion  with  Fred.  Oliver,  has 
illegally  and  fraudulently  caused  a  resolution  to  be  entered  on  the 
minutes  of  the  company,  directing  it  to  pay  himself  $50,000,  for  the 
alleged  consideration  that  he  had  agreed  to  remain  out  of  the  oil  busi- 
ness for  five  years  ;  and  that  he  is  wasting  the  assets  and  mismanaging 
the  affairs  of  the  company  in  other  respects  stated.  The  petitioners 
aver  their  willingness  to  tender  back  and  pay  to  John  Oliver  the  money 
paid  by  him  to  them  for  their  stock,  provided  he  returns  to  the  defend- 
ant company  the  money  paid  by  it  to  him,  "  and  to  render  an  account 
of  said  stock."  They  pray  for  an  order  restraining  the  defendant 
company  from  paying  out  any  money,  and  restraining  John  Oliver  from 
disposing  of  the  stock  of  the  company,  held  or  claimed  by  him  ;  that 
the  company  be  required  to  allow  them  access  to  its  books  of  accounts, 
stock  books,  and  minute  book,  for  examination ;  that  a  receiver  be  ap- 
pointed to  take  charge  of  the  assets  of  the  company  and  to  wind  up  its 
affairs  and  distribute  its  assets ;  that  John  Oliver  be  required  to  return 
to  them  the  shares  of  stock  in  question,  and  that  the  transfer  of  these 
shares  on  the  books  of  the  company  be  cancelled ;  that  the  options  be 
cancelled ;  that  the  defendant  corporation  and  John  Oliver  jointly  and 
severally  be  required  to  account  to  them  for  the  value  of  the  stock, 
and  that  the  petitioners  have  judgment  for  such  sum  as  may  be  found 
to  be  due  them  on  account  of  the  stock  and  on  account  of  any  divi- 
dends declared  on  it ;  also  for  general  relief.  By  an  amendment  they 
prayed  that  the  options  be  reformed  by  inserting  in  them  certain  pro- 
visions which  they  alleged  were  understood  by  the  parties  to  be  a  part 
of  the  contract  but  were  omitted  by  mistake,  to  wit :  that  John  Oliver 
will  sell  this  stock  at  not  less  than  $110  per  share,  and  will  account  to 
the  grantor  of  this  option  for  any  sum  over  that  amount ;  this  option 
being  given  to  enable  him  to  make  a  sale  of  the  plant  and  property  of 
said  company. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  petition,  on  the  grounds :  (1)  It 
sets  out  no  cause  of  action.  (2)  There  is  no  equity  in  it.  (3)  The 
allegations  do  not  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  the  relief  prayed  for.  (4)  It 
appears  from  the  petition  that  the  plaintiffs  gave  unconditional  options, 
agreeing  to  sell  the  stock  at  a  fixed  price,  and  that  John  Oliver  availed 
himself  of  the  options  and  paid  for  the  stock  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  thereof ;  and  no  sulficient  reason  in  law  is  alleged  why  the  con- 
tract of  sale  should  be  reformed.  (5)  The  allegations  as  to  agency  on 
the  part  of  John  Oliver  to  sell  the  stock  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs 
are  at  variance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  sale,  and  cannot  be 
considered  for  the  purpose  of  so  varying  the  agreement ;  and  the  alle- 
gations on  this  subject  do  not  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  set  aside  the 
sales.  (6)  The  petition  contain  s  no  sufficient  allegations  of  fraud  which 
would  authorize  the  rescission  of  the  sale  of  the  stock,  and  no  allega^ 
tions  sufiBcient  to  create  a  resulting  trust.  (7)  The  allegations  do  not 
entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  a  restraining  order  or  a  receiver.  (8)  There  is 
a  misjoinder  of  parties  defendant,  in  that  the  allegations  do  not  render 
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the  Gate  City  Oil  Company  a  proper  party.  The  court  sustained  the 
fourth  ground  of  the  demurrer  and  struck  the  prayer  for  reformation, 
but  overruled  the  other  grounds.     The  defendants  excepted. 

Anderson,  Anderson  dk  Thomas  and  J.  H.  Porter,  for  plaintiffs  iu  error. 
Robert  C.  Alston  and  F.  G.  DuBignon,  contra. 

Lamar,  J.  Courts  are  created  for  the  enforcement  of  civil  contracts, 
and  are  powerless  to  relieve  against  hard  bargains,  unless  authorized 
so  to  do  by  some  rule  of  civil  law.  From  the  very  nature  of  their  con- 
stitution, they  must  accommodate  themselves  to  the  general  transac- 
tions of  mankind ;  they  cannot  put  parties  upon  an  equality  which 
does  not  in  fact  exist ;  they  cannot  deprive  one  of  the  advantage  which 
superior  judgment,  greater  skill,  or  wider  information  may  give  ;  nor 
can  they  be  expected  to  enter  upon  an  inquiry  as  to  how  the  parties 
would  have  traded  if  each  had  known  the  same  facts  as  to  the  state  of 
the  crops,  the  conditions  of  trade,  a  declaration  of  war,  the  signing 
of  a  treaty  of  peace,  or  any  speculative  matter  or  extrinsic  fact  of  gen- 
eral or  special  knowledge.  Hence,  in  Laidlaw  v.  Organ,  2  Wheat.  178, 
it  was  held  that  a  purchaser  of  tobacco  was  not  bound  to  disclose  to 
the  vendor  that  peace  had  been  declared  between  this  country  and 
Great  Britain,  although  that  fact  materially  affected  the  value  of  the 
commodity  sold;  Chief  Justice  Marshall  saying  that  "It  would  be 
difficult  to  circumscribe  the  contrary  doctrine  within  proper  limits, 
where  the  means  of  intelligence  are  equally  accessiygJaJaflfclupaKbies." 
Contra,  Frazer  v.  Gervais,  °W"alKT  (Miss.)  f'2  {Bowman  v.  Bates,  2  Bibb. 
47.  •  See  Abbottj.  Dermott,  34  Ga.  228 ;  Ellis  v.  Hammond,  57  Ga.  179 
(2).  Without  making  the  distinction  between  extrinsic  and  intrinsic 
facts  apparently  recognized  by  our  Civil  Code,  §  3634,  par.  4,  and  many 
American  cases,  Lord  Thurlow  said,  in  Fox  v.  Mackreth,  2  Bro.  C.  C. 
420,  that  the  court  would  not  set  aside  a  sale  where  the  purchaser 
failed  to  divulge  the  fact,  of  which  he  knew  the  seller  was  ignorant, 
that  the  estate  had  upon  it  a  valuable  mine,  unless  the  relation  between 
the  parties  was  such  as  to  raise  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  vendee 
to  make  the  discovery.  See  also  Davies  v.  London  Ins.  Co.,  8  Ch.  Div. 
469 ;  Turner  v.  Harvey,  Jac.  178 ;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  (2d  ed.)  §  903 ;  2 
Kent's  Com.  482, 490,  491  n. ;  Williams  v.  Spurr,  24  Mich.  335 ;  Lapish 
V.  Wells,  6  Maine,  183 ;  Bowman  v.  Bates,  2  Bibb,  47. 

And  this  brings  us  to  a  consideration  of  the  relation  which  a  director 
bears  to  an  individual  stockholder.  All  the  authorities  agree  that  he 
is  trustee  for  the  company,  and  in  his  capacity  as  such  he  serves  the 
interest  of  the  entire  body  of  stockholders,  as  well  as  those  of  the 
individual  shareholder,  who  usually  cannot  sue  in  his  own  name  for 
wrongs  done  the  company  by  the  officer.  Civil  Code,  §§  1858,  1859, 
1860.  But  the  fact  that  Jie  is  trustee  for  all  is  not  to  be  perverted  into 
holding  that  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  each  ;  the  fact  that  he  must 
serve  the  company  does  not  warrant  him  in  becoming  the  active  and 
successful  opponent  of  an  individual  stockholder  with  reference  to  the 
latter's  undivided  interest  in  the  very  property  committed  to  the  direc- 
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tor's  care.  That  he  is  primarily  trustee  for  the  corporation  is  not  in- 
tended to  make  the  artificial  entity  a  fetich  to  be  worshipped  in  the 
sacrifice  of  those  who,  in  the  last  analysis,  are  the  real  parties  at  inter- 
est. No  process  of  reasoning  and  no  amount  of  argument  can  destroy 
the  fact  that  the  director  is,  in  a  most  important  and  legitimate  sense, 
trustee  for  the  stockholder.  Jackson  v.  Ludeling,  21  Wall.  616 ;  2  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  (2d  ed.)  §  1090.  Not  a  strict  trustee,  since  he  does  not  hold 
title  to  the  shares ;  not  even  a  strict  trustee  who  is  practically  prohib- 
ited from  dealing  with  his  cestui  que  trust ;  but  a  quasi  trustee  as  to 
the  shareholder's  interest  in  the  shares.  If  the  market  or  contract 
price  of  the  stock  should  be  different  from  the  book  value,  he  would 
be  under  no  legal  obligation  to  call  special  attention  to  that  fact ;  for 
the  stockholder  is  entitled  to  examine  the  books,  and  this  source  of 
information,  at  least  theoretically,  is  equally  accessible  to  both.  It 
might  be  that  the  director  is  in  possession  of  information  which  his 
duty  to  the  company  requires  him  to  keep  secret ;  and  if  so,  he  must 
not  disclose  the  fact  even  to  the  shareholder ;  for  his  obligation  to  the 
company  overrides  that  to  an  individual  holder  of  the  "stock.  But  if 
the  fact  so  known  to  the  director  cannot  be  published,  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  he  may  use  it  to  his  own  advantage,  and  to  the  disadvantage 
of  one  whom  he  also  represents.  The  very  fact  that  he  cannot  dis- 
close prevents  him  from  dealing  with  one  who  does  not  know,  and  to 
whom  material  information  cannot  be  made  known.  If,  however,  the 
fact  within  the  knowledge  of  the  director  is  of  a  character  calculated 
to  affect  the  selling  price,  and  can,  without  detriment  to  the  interest 
of  the  company,  be  imparted  to  the  shareholder,  the  director,  before 
he  buys,  is  bound  to  make  a  full  disclosure.  In  a  certain  sense  the 
information  is  a  quasi  asset  of  the  company,  and  the  shareholder  is  as 
much  entitled  to  the  advantage  of  that  sort  of  an  asset  as  to  any  other 
regularly  entered  on  the  list  of  the  company's  holdings.  If  the  officer 
should  purposely  conceal  from  a  stockholder  information  as  to  the 
existence  of  valuable  property  belonging  to  the  company,  and  take 
advantage  of  this  concealment,  the  sale  would  necessarily  be  set  aside. 
The  same  result  would  logically  follow  where  the  fact  giving  value  to 
the  stock  was  of  a  character  which  could  not  formally  be  entered  on 
the  records.  Where  the  director  obtains  the  information  giving  added 
value  to  the  stock  by  virtue  of  his  official  position,  he  holds  the  infor- 
mation in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  placed  him  where  this 
knowledge  was  obtained,  in  the  well-founded  expectation  that  the  same 
should  be  used  first  for  the  company,  and  ultimately  for  those  who 
were  the  real  owners  of  the  company.  The  director  cannot  deal  on  this 
information  to  the  prejudice  of  the  artificial  being  which  is  called  the 
corporation,  nor  on  any  sound  principle  can  he  be  permitted  to  act 
differently  towards  those  who  are  not  artififiialljCjJjutaetually  inter- 
ested. ''"  ~  ~"~ 

There  are  several  authorities  directly  on  the  point.     Some  are  at 
law,  others  in  equity ;  the  decisions  were  based  on  a  finding  of  a  want 
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of  actual  fraud,  and  not  on  demurrer,  as  here.  But  it  must  be  conceded 
that  they  are  opposed  to  the  conclusions  we  have  reached.  Krumb- 
hccar  v.  Griffiths,  25  Atl.  E.  64;  Haarstick  v.  Fox,  9  Utah,  110; 
Crowell  V.  Jackson,  53  N.  J.  L.  656,  adopting  the  ruling  in  Board  of 
Comm'rs  v.  Reynolds,  44  Ind.  509, 15  Am.  Rep.  245,  where  it  was  held 
that  there  was  no  relation  of  trust  between  a  director  and  an  individual 
stockholder ;  and  that  therefore  the  director  was  not  bound,  when  pur- 
chasing the  stock,  to  disclose  to  the  shareholder  facts,  knowledge  of 
which  was  .acquired  throug!riiis  ^cial  position,' aXtho  ugh  they"were 
of  a  character  which  materially  and  largely  affected  the  value  of  the 
stock.'  There,  however,  the  Chief  JiSKce~aTssented  on  the  ground 
that  a  director  does  occupy  a  relation  of  trust,  which  makes  him  guilty 
of  constructive  fraud  in  acquiring  the  stock  without  disclosing  facts 
which  enhanced  its  value.  The  case  has  been  doubted  by  Judge 
Thompson,  who  prefers  the  dissenting  opinion,  saying  that  the  deci- 
sion of  the  majority  "  proceeds  upon  a  conception  which,  if  extended, 
would  sanction  nearly  all  the  fraud  and  injustice  which  the  managers 
of  corporations  have  committed  against  the  stockholders."  3  Thomp. 
Corp.  4034 ;  Corbin's  Benj.  Sales,  §  624.  And  in  2  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur. 
(2d  ed.)  §  1090,  it  is  shown  that  directors  are  not  only  trustees  of  the 
corporation,  but  also  "quasi  or  sub  modo  trustees  for  the  stockholders 
with  respect  to  their  shares  of  stock."  If,  then,  any  sort  of  trustees, 
they  are  necessarily  subject  to  the  obligations  and  restrictions  which 
inhere  in  that  relation,  as  to  property  intrusted  to  them.  The  shares 
are  but  the  paper  evidence  of  the  interest  which  the  stockholder  has 
in  the  property  under  the  control  of  the  director.  In  their  sale  the 
stockholder  disposes,  not  only  of  the  lithographed  or  engraved  script, 
but  of  his  holdings  in  property.  And  when  the  director  deals  with 
a  stockholder  for  the  purchase  of  shares,  he  is  not  buying  paper,  but 
in  effect  is  buying  an  undivided  and  substantial  interest  in  property 
which  has  been  committed  to  the  director's  care,  custody,  and  control. 
Equity  abhors  mere  names,  and  looks  to  the  substance.  Whether  the 
corporation  be  treated  as  an  enlarged  and  amplified  form  of  partner- 
ship and  the  director  as  managing  partner,  or  whether  he  is  called  an 
agent  or  trustee  elected  by  the  stockholders  to  represent  them  in  the 
management  of  the  concern,  he  occupies  a  fiduciary  position,  and  is 
essentially  within  the  rule  which  requires  agents,  attorneys,  bailees, 
partners,  trustees,  or  other  fiduciaries  to  exercise  the  highest  degree 
of  good  faith  as  to  all  matters  connected  with  the  property  committed 
to  their  care.  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  (2d  ed.)  §  963 ;  Stubinger  v.  Frey,  116 
Ga.  396. 

It  is  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  the  market  value  of  shares 
rises  and  falls,  not  only  because  of  an  increase  or  decrease  in  tangible 
property,  but  by  reason  of  real  or  contemplated  action  on  the  part  of 
managing  ofSicers;  declaring  or  passing  dividends;  the  making  of 
fortunate  or  unfortunate  contracts ;  the  loss  or  gain  of  property  in 
dispute ;  profitable  or  disadvantageous  sales  or  leases.    And  to  say 
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that  a  director  who  has  been  placed  where  he  himself  may  raise  or 
depress  the  value  of  the  stock,  or  in  a  position  where  he  first  knows 
of  facts  which  may  produce  that  result,  may  take  advantage  thereof, 
and  buy  from  or  sell  to  one  whom  he  is  directly  representing,  without 
making  a  full  disclosure  and  putting  the  stockholder  on  an  equality 
of  knowledge  as  to  these  facts,  would  offer  a  premium  for  faithless 
silence,  and  give  a  reward  for  the  suppression  of  truth.  It  would 
sanction  concealment  by  one  who  is  bound  to  speak,  and  permit  him 
to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong  —  a  thing  abhorrent  to  a  court  of 
conscience.  It  is  conceded  that  the  position  which  the  director  occu- 
pies prevents  him  from  making  personal  gains  at  the  expense  of  the 
company,  or  of  the  whole  body  of  stockholders.  But  a' rule  that  he 
is  not  trustee  for  the  individual  shareholders  leads  inevitably  to  the 
conclusion  that  while  a  director  is  bound  to  serve  stockholders  en 
masse,  he  may  antagonize  them  one  by  one ;  that  he  is  an  officer  of  the 
company,  but  may  be  the  foe  of  each  private  in  the  ranks.  When  it 
is  admitted,  as  it  must  be,  both  from  the  very  nature  of  his  duty  and 
from  the  ruliags  of  nearly  all  the  cases,  that  he  is  trustee  for  the 
shareholder,  how  is  it  possible  in  principle  to  draw  the  line  and  say 
that  while  trustee  for  some  purposes,  he  is  not  for  others  immediately 
connected  therewith  ?  that  the  incidents  of  the  trust  relation  stop 
short  at  the  very  point  where  it  is  vitally  important  to  the  share- 
holders that  they  should  become  active  ?  For  it  must  not  be  forgotten 
that  the  right  to  good  faith  in  dealings  concerning  the  stock  is  one  of 
the  very  few  which  the  individual  shareholder  is  in  a  position  to  as- 
sert in  his  own  name.  Except  in  a  few  other  instances,  the  company 
itself  is  the  only  proper  party  to  enforce  the  obligation  arising  from 
the  trust  relation  of  the  director.  In  contracts  with  reference  to  the 
shares,  the  stockholder  himself  can  enforce  the  rights  arising  from  the- 
quasi  trust.     Civil  Code,  §§  1858,  1859,  1860. 

While  not  decided,  it  is  in  one  case  suggested  that  a  stockholder  in 
dealing  with  a  director  should  recognize  his'  superior  opportunities 
for  knowledge,  and  be  warned  thereby  to  exercise  special  caution, 
But  the  fiduciary  relation  fully  warrants  exactly  the  opposite  coursfli 
Here,  at  least,  the  beneficiary  may  be  off  guard,  and  may  rely  impli- 
citly, not  only  on  what  is  said,  but  also  on  the  supposition  that  nothing' 
important  will  be  left  unsaid  by  the  officer.  Having  previowsl^ 
trusted  the  director  in  the  management  of  the  company,  he  is  not 
required,  when  selling  his  shares,  suddenly  to  exhibit  entire  want  of 
confidence.  And  directors  generally  recognize  the  obligations  im- 
posed, and  act  accordingly.  But  the  peculiar  powers  and  special  op- 
portunities of  these  fiduciaries  call  for  an  enlargement  rather  than  a, 
restriction  of  the  rule  requiring  disclosures.  Civil  Code,  §§  4027, 
3534.  The  obligations  of  his  office  bring  him  peculiarly  within  tb? 
general  doctrine  which  declares  that  concealment  of  material  facts 
may  of  itself  amount  to  a  fraud,  where  from  any  reason  one  has  the 
right  to  expect  full  information  from  another,  or  where  one  knows 
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that  the  other  is  laboring  under  a  delusion  in  respect  to  the  property 
sold,  and  yet  keep  silence.  Civil  Code,  §§  3534,  4030,  4031.  "A  sup- 
pression of  the  truth  may  amount  to  a  suggestion  of  falsehood ;  and 
if,  with  intent  to  deceive,  either  party  to  a  contract  of  sale  conceals 
or  suppresses  a  material  fact  which  he  is  in  good  faith  bound  to  dis- 
close,~tKrsTs  evidence  of  and  equivalent  to  a  false  representation." 
Stewart  v.  Wyoming  Ranch  Co.,  128  U.  S.  388.  See  also  Fisher  v. 
Budlong,  10  E.  I.  525 ;  Bowman  v.  Patrick,  36  Fed.  Kep.  138  (2) ; 
Colton  V.  Stanford,  82  Cal.  351 ;  Walsham,  v.  Stainton,  1  DeGex,  J.  & 
S.  678  ;  PoHer  v.  Woodruff,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  174 ;  Laidlaw  v.  Organ,  2 
Wheat.  178 ;  Kintzing  v.  McElrath,  5  Pa.  St.  467 ;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
(2d  ed.)  §§  902,  903,  963, 1090. 

We  base  our  decision  on  the  obligation  raised  by  the  relation  of 
director  and  stockholder,  having  purposely  refrained  from  consider- 
ing the  effect  of  the  fact  that  the  defendant  is  the  brother  of  the  peti- 
tioners, which,  though  apparent  in  the  record,  was  not  pressedTin'tlM* 
briefs  or  arguments  here. 

Judgment  affirmed.     By  fi^  'hi'iti^As. 
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1905.    199  United  States,  148. 

The  defendant  in  error  was  the  owner  of  nearly  one  fifth  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  Commercial  National  Bank  of  Ogden,  Utah.  As 
such  shareholder  he  applied  for  leave  to  inspect  the  books,  accounts, 
and  loans  of«vthe  bank,  whiduigas-refusad.  him.  He'aIl'5ggs~thB"T0a- 
sons  for  seeking  such  inspection  to  be  that  he  might  ascertain  the 
value  of  his  stock  in  the  bank  and  whether  the  business  affairs  of  the 
same  haar"been  conducted  according  to  law.  He  charges  that  loans 
had  been  made  to  patrons  of  the  bank  of  more  than  one  tenth  of  the 
capital  stock,  in  violation  of  law,  and  that  an  inspection  of  the  books, 
accounts,  and  loans  of  the  bank  would  reveal  other  irregularities. 
Upon  the  hearing  in  the  District  Court  the  following  findings  of  fact 
were  made :  — 

"  1.  That  the  Commercial  National  Bank  of  Ogden,  Utah,  is  a  cor- 
poration organized  and  existing  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  States ;  that  said  corporation  is  doing  a  banking  business 
in  Ogden  City,  Weber  County,  State  of  Utah  ;  that  the  capital  stock 
of  said  bank  is  $100,000,  divided  into  1000  shares  of  the  par  value  of 
$100.00  per  share. 

"  2.  That  the  defendants  are  directors  and  have  under  their  control 
and  in  their  possession  all  books,  papers,  accounts,  and  loans  of  said 
Commercial  National  Bank. 

"3.  That  there  is  no  acting  cashier  of  said  bank,  and  that  there 
has  been  no  such  cashier  since  the  first  day  of  November,  1902 ;  that 
J.  W.  Guthrie  is  president ;  A.  R.  Heywood,  vice-president,  and  R.  T. 
Hume  is  assistant  cashier  of  said  bank. 

"4.  That  on  or  about  the  first  day  of  February,  1903,  plaintiff  made 
a  demand  upon  said  directors  at  the  banking  house  of  said  bank  and 
also  upon  J.  W.  Guthrie  as  president,  A.  R.  Heywood  as  vice-president 
and  general  manager  of  said  bank,  and  upon  R.  T.  Hume  as  assistant 
cashier  of  said  bank,  for  permission  to  permit  plaintiff  to  inspect  all 
books,  accounts,  and  loans  of  the  said  bank,  and  plaintiff  made  demand 
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for  such  inspectionat  such  time  or  tiiBea^S"W-&uld.not  jflte^iere  with 
the  proper  condiicfmg:j,nd_9perating  of  said  bank. 
[    "  5.  That  each  and  all  of  said  persons  refused  permission  to  plain- 
tiff to  inspect  the  said  books,  accounts,  and  loans  of  said  bank  at  any 
time  or  at  all,  and  they  still  refuse  to  permit  such  inspection. 

"  6.  That  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  and  has  in  his  possession  183J 
shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  said  bank  of  the  par  value  of  $18,333.33, 
and  that  said  stock  appears  on  the  stock  books  of  said  bank  in  the 
name  of  the  said  plaintiff. 

"  7.  That  plaintiff  sought  and  now  seeks  the  inspection  of  the  books, 
accounts,  and  loans  of  said  bank  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
true  financial  condition  of  said  bank  and  also  for  the  purpose  of 
ascgl'Laiilli'ia"T;fie  value  of  his  stock  in  said  bank,  and  also  for  the  pur-    lA"' 
po^e  of  ascertainiug  whether  the  business  "affairs  of  the_  said_bank     ^     /, 
have  been  conducted  according~to.-law.  ~'  ~  ~  ^-V^" 

^"  The  cffurt"Iui?Clier  finds  that  suificient  reason  exists  for  the  inspec- 
tion of  said  books  and  accounts  of  said  bank." 

■  Upon  this  finding  the  court  entered  a  judgment  requiring  the  de- 
fendants to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  inspect  the  books,  accounts,  and 
loans  of  the  bank  at  such  time  or  times  as_  would  not  interfere  with 
the  business  of  the  jjank.  ~ 

Mb.  Justice  Day,  after  making  the  foregoing  statement,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 

While  the  State  has  no  power  to  enact  legislation  contravening  the 
Federal  laws  for  the  control  of  national  banks,  Davis  v.  Savings  Bank, 
161  U.  S.  275,  Congress  has  provided  that  for  actions  against  them  at 
law  or  in  equity  they  shall  be  deemed  citizens  of  the  State  in  which 
they  are  located,  and  that  in  such  cases  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts 
of  the  United  States  shall  have  such  jurisdiction  only  as  they  would 
have  in  cases  between  individual  citizens  of  the  same  State.  25  Stat. 
433.  If  the  stockholders  had^the  legal  right  to  enforce  inspection, 
there  is  no  room  to  question  the  aiithority  of  the  state  courts  to  en- 
force the  right  granting  the  proper  relief  in  a  judicial  proceeding. 
Petri  V.  Commercial  Bank,  142  U.  S.  644 ;  Continental  National  Bank 
V.  Buford,  191  U.  S.  119,  123. 

Upon  review  in  the  Supreme  Cburt  of  Utah,  the  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  was  affirmed,  it  being  held  that  it  wasjbhe  common  law 
right  of  the  shareholder  to  haYfiJbhe  inspection^emancE3"^Btj~ffia.t 
the  same  £a7  not  been  cut  down  by  the  act  of  Congress  regulating  the 
business  of  national  banks.     27  Utah,  248. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  the  decisive  weight  of  American  au- 
thority recognizes  the  common  law  right  of  the  shareholder,  for  proper 
purposes  and  under  reasonable  regulations  as  to  place  and  time,  to 
inspect  the  books  of  the  corporation  of  which  he  is  a  member.  Mora- 
wetz  in  his  work  on  Corporations,  section  473,  says  :  — 

"  However,  in  the  United  States  the  prevailing  doctrine  appears  to 
be  that  the  individual  shareholders  in  a  corporation  have  the  same 
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(right  as  the  members  of  an  ordinary  partnership  to  examine  their 

(>  company's  books,  although  they  have  no  power  to  interfere  with  the 

j  management." 

In  many  of  the  states  this  right  has  been  recognized  in  statutes 
which  are  generally  held  to  be  merely  in  affirmance  of  the  common 
law.  Nor  do  we  find  the  authorities  making  an  exception  as  to  this 
right  when  a  corporation  which  does  a  banking  business  is  the  subject 
of  consideration.  It  is  said  to  be  customary  for  banking  companies 
in  England  to  insert  in  their  constitutions  a  provision  forbidding  the 
inspection  of  customers'  accounts  by  shareholders  or  creditors.  Mor- 
gan's Case,  L.  R.  28  Ch.  D.  620  (1885) ;  Cook  Corp.  §  517  note.  The 
subject  appears  to  be  now  regulated  by  statute  in  England.  Cook 
Corp.  §  518.  Id  CocTdmrn  v.  Union  Bank  of  Louisiana,  13  La.  Ann. 
289,  it  was  held  that  a  stockholder  in  the  Union  Bank  of  Louisiana 
had  the  right  to  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  the  officers  of  the 
bank  to  allow  him  the  privilege  of  inspecting  the  discount  books  of 
the  bank  within  proper  and  reasonable  hours,  and  in  the  course  of  the 
opinion  it  was  said :  — 

"  A  stockholder  in  a  corporation  possesses  all  his  individual  rights, 
except  so  far  as  he  is  deprived  of  them  by  the  charter  or  the  law  of 
the  land ;  as  long  as  the  charter  or  the  rules  and  by-laws,  passed  in 
conformity  thereto,  and  the  law,  do  not  restrict  his  individual  rights, 
he  possesses  them  in  full  and  can  demand  to  exercise  them.  It  can- 
not be  denied  that  it  is  the  ri^t  of  everyone  to  see  that  his  property 

_  i_s  well  managed  and^o  have  access  to  the  pro£er_gouTCes  of  know- 
ledge  in  this  "reject. '^'''~*"*        "         —"——*-  —         , — 

This'case  was  citSd  with  approval  in  State  ex  rel.  Burke  v.  Citizen^ 
Bank  of  Jennings,  51  La.  Ann.  426,  and  In  Matter  of  Tuttle  v.  Iron 
National  Bank,  170  N.  Y.  9, 12.  In  the  latter  case  it  was  said :  "  The 
principle  upon  which  a  stockholder  is  allowed  acdess  to  the  books  of 
a  corporation  is  as  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  banking  corporation  as 
it  is  to  any  other  kind  of  corporation." 

In  State  of  Missouri  ex  rel.  Doyle  v.  Laughlin,  53  Mo.  App.  542,  a 
stockholder  in  an  incorporated  bank  had  been  denied  by  the  directors 
the  right  to  inspect  the  books  for  the  purpose  of  acquainting  himself 
with  the  conduct  of  its  affairs  and  to  learn  how  it  was  managed.  The 
court  there  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  com- 
pel the  inspection,  and  this  notwithstanding  the  bank  contended  that 
it  occupied  such  a  confidential  and  trust  relation  to  its  customers  and 
depositors  that  it  would  be  a  breach  of  duty  on  its  part  to  open  up 
the  books  to  the  inspection  of  the  relator.  The  authorities  are  fully 
examined,  and  the  right  of  the  shareholders  to  inspect  the  books  for 
proper  purposes  and  at  proper  times  is  recognized  in  In  re  Steinway, 
159  N.  Y.  251 ;  Comm.  ex  rel.  Sellers  v.  Phoenix  Iron  Co.,  105  Pa.  St. 
111.  To  the  same  effect  are  Deaderiok  v.  Wilson,  67  Tenn.  108,  137 ; 
Lewis  V.  Brainerd,  53  Vermont,  519,  and  Huylar  v.  Cragin  Cattle  Co., 
40  K  J.  Eq.  392,  398.    In  the  latter  case  it  was  said :  — 
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"Stockholders  are  entitled  to  inspect  the.  books  of  the  company 
for  proper  purposes  at  proper  times.  .  .  .  And  they  are  entitled  to 
such  inspection,  though  their  only  object  is  to  ascertain  whether  their 
affairs  have  been  properly  conducted  by  the  directors  or  managers. 
Such  a  right  is  necessary  to  their  protection,  ^o  say  that  they  have 
the  right,  but  that  it  can  be  enforced  only  when  they  have  ascertained, 
in  some  way  without  the  books,  that  their  affairs  have  been  misman- 
aged, or  that  their  interests  are  in  danger,  is  practically  to  deny  the 
right  in  the  majority  of  cases.  Oftentimes  frauds  are  discoverable 
only  by  examination  of  the  books  by  an  expert  accountan^  The 
books  are  not  the  private  property  of  the  directors  or  managers, 
but  are  the  records  of  their  transactions  as  trustees  for  the  stock- 
holders." 

The  right  of  inspection  rests  upon  the  proposition  that  those  in 
charge  of  the  corporation  are  merely  the  agents  of  the  stockholders, 
who  are  the  real  owners  of  the  property.  Cincinnati  Volkshlatt  Co. 
v.  Hoffmeister,  62  Ohio  St.  189,  201. 

It  is  suggested  in  argument  that  if  the  shareholder  has  this  right  it 
may  be  abused,  in  that  he  may  make  an  improper  use  of  the  know- 
ledge thus  gained.  There  is  nothing  in  this  record,  however,  to  sug- 
gest, by  way  of  argument  or  testimony,  that  the  shareholder  desired 
the  information  which  the  books  would  give  for  other  than  a  lawful 
purpose.  Od  the  other  hand,  there  is  a  distinct  finding  that  the  in- 
spection was  desired  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  true  financial 
condition  of  the  bank  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  complain- 
ant to  find  out  the  value  of  his  stock,  and  whether  its  business  was 
being  conducted  according  to  law.  There  is  no  suggestion  that  the 
complainant  was  acting  in  [bad  faith  or  from  improper  jnotives,  or  that 
he  was  seeking  in  any  way  tolnTStrSFthfflMforinationwhielrthe  books 
would  afford  him.  We  need  not  hold  that  there  may  not  be  circum- 
stances which  would  justify  the  courts  in  withholding  relief  to  a  stock- 
holder seeking  an  examination  of  the  books  and  accounts  of  the  bank. 
In  the  case  before  us  no  reason  is  shown  for  denying  to  the  stock- 
holder the  right  to  know  how  his  agents  are  conducting  the  affairs  of 
a  concern  of  which  he  is  part  owner.  Many  legal  rights  may  be  the 
subjects  of  abuse,  but  cannot  be  denied  for  that  reason.  A  director, 
who  has  the  right  to  an  examination  of  the  books,  may  abuse  the  con- 
fidence reposed  in  him.  Certainly  this  possibility  will  not  be  held  to 
justify  a  denial  of  legal  right,  if  such  right  exists  in  the  shareholder. 
The  possibility  of  the  abuse  of  a  legal  right  affords  no  ground  for  its 
denial.  State  ex  rel.  Doyle  v.  Laughlin,  53  Mo.  App.  supra;  People  v. 
Goldstein,  37  App.  Div.  N.  Y.  550.  The  text-books  are  to  the  same 
effect  as  the  decided  cases.  Cook  on  Stock  and  Stockholders,  sec.  511 ; 
Boone  on  Law  of  Banking,  sec.  235 ;  Angel  &  Ames  on  Corporations, 
607. 

jlt  does  not  follow  that  the  courts  will  compel  the  inspection  of  the 
fenk's  books  under  all  circumstances.    In  issuing  the  writ  of  mandar 
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mus  the  court  will  exercise  a  sound  discretion  and  grant  the  right 
under  proper  safeguards  to  protect  the  interests  of  all  concerned. 
The  writ  should  not  be  granted  for  speculative  purposes  or  to  grat- 
ify idle  curiositvor  to  aifj.  a  blackmailer,  but  it  may  not  be  denied  to 
tlie'"SlST!yEEoI3er  who  seeks  ti^e^nIormaElon  for  legitimate  purposes3 
In  re  Steinway,  159  N.  Y.  250 ;  Thompson  on  Corporations,  §  4412 
et  seq. 

We  are  unable  to  find  in  section  5211,  requiring  reports  to  be  made 
to  the  Comptroller  of  the  Currency,  or  in  section  6240,  providing  for 
the  appointment  of  examiners  to  investigate  the  condition  of  national 
banks,  anything  which  cuts  down  the  usual  common  law  right  in 
shareholders  in  such  corporations. 

In  section  5210  it  is  provided  that  a  list  of  shareholders  shall  be 
kept,  subject  to  inspection  by  the  shareholders  and  creditors  of  the 
corporation  and  the  officers  authorized  to  assess  taxes  under  state 
authority.  The  purpose  of  this  section  seems  obvious  in  view  of  the 
other  provisions  of  the  statute,  authorizing  taxation  by  the  Statcj 
upon  the  shareholder  (section  5219),  and  providing  for  the  individual 
liability  of  the  shareholder  to  an  amount  equal  to  his  stock  in  cases 
of  insolvency  (section  5151). 

This  court  has  said  that  one,  if  not  the  principal,  object  of  this  sec- 
tion was  to  require  information  as  to  the  shareholders  upon  whom 
may  rest  individual  liability  for  contracts,  debts,  or  other  engagements 
of  the  bank.  Pauly  v.  State  Loan  and  Trust  Co.,  165  U.  S.  606, 
608-621. 

It  is  true  that  for  some  purposes  a  national  bank  is  a  public  institu- 
tion, notwithstanding  it  is  the  subject  of  private  ownership.  It  may 
issue  bills,  which  circulate  as  part  of  the  currency  of  the  country. 
It  is  subject  to  examination,  and  in  a  large  measure  to  the  supervi- 
sion of  the  Comptroller  of  the  Currency.  It  is  examined  at  stated 
periods,  and  may  be  the  subject  of  special  examination  by  order  of 
the  Comptroller.  But  it  is  owned  by  shareholders,  like  other  banking 
institutions.  It  is  subject  by  statute  to  be  sued  in  the  courts  of  the 
State.  25  Stat.  433.  There  is  nothing  in  the  banking  act,  as  we  read 
it,  which  limits  a  shareholder  or  shareholders,  seeking  knowledge  for 
a  lawful  purpose  of  an  institution  in  which  they  have  a  proprietary 
interest,  to  an  application  to  the  Comptroller  for  an  examination  by  a 
public  officer  of  the  affairs  of  their  company.  A  director  need  only 
own  ten  shares  of  the  stock.  Eev.  Stat.  §  5146.  The  directors  to- 
gether need  not  necessarily  own  the  controlling  interest  in  the  bank. 
Yet  it  is  contended  they,  or  the  officers  of  their  choice,  may  deny 
stockholders  the  privilege  of  inspecting  for  legitimate  purposes  the 
property  which  belongs  to  them. 

■  But,  it  is  said,  the  right  of  the  shareholder  to  inspect  the  books  is 
cut  off  by  section  5241,  providing  "no  association  shall  be  subject  to 
any  yisitorial  powers  other  than  such  as  are  authorized  by  this  Title, 
or  areVesited  ifl  the  courts  of  justice."    We  are  unable  to  find  any  defi- 


GUTHKIE  V.   HAKKNESS.  469 

nition  of  "  visitorial  powers  "  which  can  be  held  to  include  the  com- 
mon law  right  of  the  shareholder  to  inspect  the  books  of  the  corpora- 
tion, "Visitation"  is  defined  by  Bouvier  (Die.  vol.  ii,  p.  1199)  as 
follows :  — 

"  The  act  of  examining  into  the  affairs  of  a  corporation. 

"  The  power  of  visitation  is  applicable  only  to  the  ecclesiastical  and 
eleemosynary  corporations.  1  Black.  Com.  480.  The  visitation  of 
civil  corporations  is  by  the  Government  itself,  through  the  medium  of 
the  courts  of  justice.  See  2  Kent,  240.  In  the  United  States,  the 
legislature  is  the  visitor  of  all  corporations  founded  by  it  for  public 
purposes.    4  Wheat.  518." 

The  origin  and  nature  of  "  visitorial "  power  received  full  discussion 
in  the  case  cited  by  Bouvier  from  4  Wheaton.  See  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  Story  in  Dartmouth  College  case,  4  Wheat.  673. 

The  meaning  of  this  section  was  before  Judge  Baxter  in  the  case 
of  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Youngstown  v.  Hughes,  6  Fed.  Rep.  737,  and 
of  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  visitorial  powers,"  as  used  in  section 
5241,  that  learned  judge  said :  — 

"  Visitation,  in  law,  is  the  act  of  a  superior  or  superintending  ofiBl- 
cer,  who  visits  a  corporation  to  examine  into  its  manner  of  conducting 
business,  and  enforce  an  observance  of  its  laws  and  regulations. 
Burrill  defines  the  word  to  mean  '  inspection ;  superintendence ;  direc- 
tion; regulation.'" 

At  common  law  the  right  of  visitation  was  exercised  by  the  king  as 
to  civil  corporations  and  as  to  eleemosynary  ones  by  the  founder  or 
donor.  1  Cooley's  Blackstone,  481.  "  In  the  United  States  the  leg- 
islature is  the  visitor  of  all  corporations  created  by  it,  where  there  is 
no  individual  founder  or  donor,  and  may  direct  judicial  proceedings 
against  such  corporations  for  such  abuses  or  neglects  as  would  at  com- 
mon law  cause  forfeiture  of  their  charters."  1  Cooley's  Blackstone, 
482,  note. 

In  the  case  before  us  the  Supreme  Court  of  Utah  quotes  from  Mer- 
rill on  Mandamus  as  follows :  — 

"  Visitors  of  corporations  have  power  to  keep  them  within  the  legiti- 
mate sphere  of  their  operations,  and  to  correct  all  abuses  of  authority, 
and  to  nullify  all  irregular  proceedings.  In  America  there  are  very 
few  corporations  which  have  private  visitors,  and  in  the  absence  of 
such,  the  State  is  the  visitor  of  all  corporations." 

In  no  case  or  authority  that  we  have  been  able  to  find  has  there 
been  a  definition  of  this  right,  which  would  include  the  private  right 
of  the  shareholder  to  have  an  examination  of  the  business  in  which 
he  is  interested,  and  the  right  of  discovery  of  the  methods  and  means 
by  which  the  agents  of  the  corporation  are  conducting  its  affairs. 
The  right  of  visitation  being  a  public  right,  existing  in  the  State  for 
the  purpose  of  examining  into  the  conduct  of  the  corporation  with  a 
view  to  keeping  it  within  its  legal  powers.  Congress  had  in  mind  in 
passing  this  section  that  in  other  sections  of  the  law  it  had  made  full 
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and  complete  provision  for  investigation  by  the  Comptroller  of  tie 
Currency  and  examiners  appointed  by  him,  and,  authorizing  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver,  to  take  possession  of  the  business  with  a  view- 
to  winding  up  the  affairs  of  the  bank.  It  was  the  intention  that  this 
statute  should  contain  a  full  code  of  provisions  upon  the  subject,  and 
that  no  state  law  or  enactment  should  undertake  to  exercise  the  right 
of  visitation  over  a  national  corporation.  Except  in  so  far  as  such 
corporation  was  liable  to  control  in  the  courts  of  justice,  this  act  was 
to  be  the  full  measure  of  visitorial  power. 

That  the  statute  did  not  intend,  in  withholding  visitorial  powers,  to 
take  away  the  right  to  proceed  in  courts  of  justice  to  enforce  such 
recognized  rights  as  are  here  involved,  is  evident  from  the  language 
used.  If  the  right  to  compel  the  inspection  of  books  was  a  well-recog- 
nized common  law  remedy,  as  we  have  no  doubt  it  was,  even  if  in- 
cluded in  visitorial  powers  as  the  terms  are  used  in  the  statute,  it 
would  belong  to  that  class  "  vested  in  courts  of  justice  "  which  are 
expressly  excepted  from  the  inhibition  of  the  statute. 

rinding  nothing  in  the  act  of  Congress  limiting  the  common  law 
right  of  the  shareholder,  we  think  that,  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  he  was  wrongfully  denied  an  inspection  of  the  books  and 
accounts  of  the  bank  by  its  officers,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Utah  is 

Affirmed. 
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^ 


(b)   To  recover  a  Declared  Dividend  and  to  compel  the  Declaration  of  a  Dividend. 
FORD  V.  EASTHAMPTON  RUBBER  THREAD  CO. 

1893.     158  Mass.  84. 

Contract  for  monej'  had  and  received.  At  the  trial  in  the  Superioi 
Court,  without  a  jury,  before  Aldrich,  J.,  there  was  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  on  June  16,  1891,  owned  fifty-two  .shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  defendant  company,  of  the  par  value  of  one 
hundred  dollars  per  share ;  that  on  that  day  the  directors  passed  the 
following  vote,  name!}',-  "  That  a  dividend  of  20  per  cent  he  paid  to 
stockholders  of  thisjata,  .payable- Tuesday.,, June^Sd,  183T*^that  on 
sStd^Jitne'  rSththe  annual  meeting  of  stockholders  of  the  company  for 
the  election  of  directors  was  held  immediately  after  the  meeting  of 
directors,  according  to  custom,  and  duly  elected  five  directors,  as  pro- 
vided bj'  the  by-laws  of  the  company,  two  onl}-  of  the  old  directors 
being  re-elected,  and  no  director  being  re-elected  who  voted  for  the 
twenty  per  cent  dividend,  though  the  two  who  were  re-elected  were 
present  at  the  meeting  when  it  was  voted  ;  and  that  on  said  June  16th, 
as  soon  as  the  stockholders'  meeting  adjourned,  the  directors  elected 
and  re-elected  thereat  met,  qualified,  organized  for  i,he  year,  and 
passed  the  following  votes:  "That  the  vote  passed  by  the  directors 
of  this  compan3'  this  daj-  declaring  a  dividend  of  20  per  cent  on 
the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  paj-able  Tuesday,  June  23d,  1891, 
be  reconsidered  andr^£iaded4  -t;he.  same  is  hereby  rescinded.  That  a 
dividend  of  six  per  cent,  payable  June  23d  instant  to""St3Ckholders  of 
record  this  da)-,  be  declared  in  place  of  the  dividend  voted  at  earlier 
meeting  of  this  board  this  day."  It  also  appeared  that  nq_ money  was 
set  aside  or  provided  to  pa)'  said  dividend  of  twenty  per  cent,  but  the' 
companj^niQ^  a.i^e^^jfians  and  iiaciliii£a_fia:  pg^ying  the  twenty  per  cent 
dividend  ;  that  always  before  money  had  been  provided  to  pa)'  a  3ivi- 
denoTTBefore  it  was  declared  ;  that  money  to  pay  said  six  per  cent  dividend 
was  provided  after  the  meeting  and  before  said  23d  of  June  by  borrow- 
ing, and  the  same  was  set  aside  and  deposited  in  bank  therefor ;  that 
the  treasurer  sent  the  check  of  the  defendant  on  the  bank  where  the 
money  was  deposited  to  each  stockholder  of  record  of  said  June  16th 
to  pay  the  dividend  on  his  stock  at  six  per  cent,  including  the  plaintiff, 
on  said  23d  June,  1891 ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  declined  to  accept  the 
check,  and  returned  the  money  to  the  treasurer.  It  further  appeared 
in  evidence  that  no  stockholder  of  the  defendant  had  been  paid  the 
twent)'  per  cent  dividend  for  June,  1891 ;  that  a  majority  of  the  stock- 
holders had  accepted  the  dividend  of  six  per  cent  paid  by  checks  as 
aforesaid  on  June  23,  1891,  in  full ;  that  the  plaintiff,  by  his  attorney, 
by  letter  of  June  30,  1891,  demanded  payment  of  the  twenty  per  cent 
dividend  from  the  defendant ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  made  no  objection 
to  the  check  of  the  defendant  sent  him  to  pay  the  dividend  of  June  16, 
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1891,  except  that  it  was  for  a  dividend  of  six  per  cent,  instead  of 
twentj'  per  cent. 

The  defendant  asked  the  court  to  rule  that  the  directors  elected  on 
/une  16  had  a  right  on  that  day  to  rescind  the  vote  where'by  the 
twenty  per  cent  dividend  was  declared  payable  at  a  future  day ;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  The  judge  declined  so  to  rule, 
ordered  judgment  for  the  plaintifE,  and  reported  the  case  for  the  deter- 
mination of  this  court.  If  the  refusal  to  rule  and  order  of  judgment 
were  correct,  judgment  was  to  be  affirmed  ;  otherwise,  judgment  was  to 
be  ordered  for  the  defendant. 
G.  M.  Stearns,  for  the  plaintiff. 
W.  G.  liassett,  for  the  defendant. 

Field,  C.  J.     It  seems  to  be  settled  that,  when  a  dividend  has  been 
fully  declared,  the  corporation  thereby  manifests  its  intention  that  the 
amount  of  the  dividend  should  be  considered  as  having  been  separated 
from  the  other  property  of  the  corporation,  and  as  having  become  the 
individual  property  of  the  stockholders,  and  that  therefore,  when  the 
dividend  becomes  payable  accoi'ding  to  the  terms  of  the  vote  declaring 
it,  each  stockholder  has  a  xigtittodemand  payment  of  the  proportional 
part  of  the  dividend  which  belongs  to  llig'shaFes  of  stock,  andto  sue  the 
f>r.rprirgfi2n_fr>r  |):^  ;FM-_;a  nnt.  paif^  ^"demand.     In  somc  cascs  moucy 
or  other  propertj-  equal  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  dividend  declared 
has  been  sugcifically  set  apart  as  a  fund  appropriated  to  the  payment 
of  the  dividend,  and  the  stockholders  have  been  regarded  as  the  cestuis 
que  trust  of  this  fund,  each  entitled  to  his  share.    In  other  eases,  the 
corporation  has  credited  the  stockholders  with  the  amount  of  their 
shares  of  the  dividend,  and  the  stockholders  have  assented  to  this,  and 
the  amount  so  credited  has  been  regarded  as  a  debt  of  the  corporation 
to  the  stockholders  ;  or  the  corporation  has  paid  to  some  of  the  stock- 
holders their  shares  of  the  dividend,  and  has  refused  to  paj'  an^-thing 
to  the  others,  and  it  has  been  held  that  the  corporation  must  pay  all 
alike.     See  Beers  v.  Bridgeport  Spring  Go.  42  Conn.   \1 ;  JState  v. 
Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad,  6  Gill,  363  ;  King  v.  Paterson  <Sb  Hud- 
son River  Railroad,  5  Dutch.  504 ;  Jermain  v.  Lake  Shore  cfc  Michi- 
gan Southern  Railway,  ^^.J^.J^^  Hopper  v.  Sage,  JL12  N.  Y. 
530  ;  Jackson  v.  Newark  Plankroad  Co.  2  Vroom,  277  ;    Wheeler  v. 
Northwestern   Sleigh  Co.  39   Fed.  Rep.  347.     When  a  dividend  has 
J  been  declared  payable  at  a  deflnite  future  time,  but  no  fund  has  been 
I  set  apart  for  tlie  payment  of  the  dividend,  and  the  corporation  mean- 
f  while  becomes  insolvent,   whetlier  tiie  stockholders  to  the  extent  of 
I  their  proportions  of  the  dividend  should  share  ratably  with  the  creditors 
;  of  the  corporation  in  its  property  has  not,  so  far  as  we  know,  been 
'.  recently  considered,  but  the  decision  in  Lowene  v.  American  Ins.  Co. 
I  6  Paige,  482,  is  that  they  should.     The  setting  apart  of  a  fund  to  pay,' 
a  dividend  has  been  held  to  give  a  lien  upon  it  to  the  stockholders, 
which  they  can  enforce  to  the  exclusion  of  the  general  creditors  of  th^ 
corporation.     In  re  Le  Blano,  14  Hun,  8,  and  75  N.  Y.  598.     Le  Roy 
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r.  Globe  Ins.  Co.  2  Edw.  Ch.  657.  The  English  Companies'  Act, 
1862,  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  §  38,  cl.  7,)  provides  that  "  no  sum  due  to 
any  member  of  a  company,  in  his  character  of  a  member,  by  way  of 
dividends,  profits,  or  otherwise,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  debt  of  the 
company,  payable  to  such  member  in  a  case  of  competition  between 
himself  and  any  other  creditor  not  being  a  member  of  the  company  ; 
but  any  such  sum  may  be  taken  into  account,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
final  adjustment  of  the  rights  of  the  contributories  amongst  them- 
selves." Upon  these  questions,  however,  we  desire  to  express  no 
opinion.  '  " "' " 

■""^  It  has  been  argued  that  there  is  no  consideration  for  the  promise  of 
/  a  corporation  to  pay  a  dividend  toTts"sf ocEEolders ,  but  we  think  that 
'  /  the  doctrine  of  consideration  applicable  to  a  simple  contract  between 
persons  having  no  fiduciary  relations  to  each  other  is  not  applicable  to 
such  promise.  It  is  the  object  of  a  private  business  corporation  to 
make  money  for  its  stockholders,  and,  under  our  laws,  it  is  ordinarily 
the  duty  of  the  directors  from  time  to  time  to  declare  dividends  out  of 
the  net  earnings,  if  there  are  any,  and  it  must  be  left  largely  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  directors  to  determine  when  and  for  how  much  such  divi- 
dends sEouId  be  declared.  The  whole  property  of  the  corporation  is 
held  on  a  sort  of  trust  for  the  stockholders,  and  the  directors  are,  in  a 
general  sense,  the  managers  ;  and  when  a  dividend  is  declared  b}-  the 
directors,  the  declaration  is  a  determination  b3'  a  body  authorized  to 
make  it  that  the  amount  of  the  dividend  should  be  taken  from  tlie  prop- 
erty of  the  corporation  antl  paid..-aver-  to.  thestotikholdera.  The  cause 
of  nction-wf-eaSB'TtocEholder  against  the  corpdrafTon  for  non-paymeat 
of  the  dividend  does  not  arise  from  any  actual  contract  between  the 
corporation  and  its  stoukiiolders,  but  from  the  nature  of  the  organiza- 
tion, and  the  relation  of  the  stockholders  to  the  corporation  and  its 
propertj'.  Unless  the  lights  of  creditors  intervene,  or  the  corporation 
is  enjoined  from  paying  the  dividend,  on  the  ground  that  the  dividend 
has  not  been  earned,  or  on  some  other  ground,  the  amount  of  the  divi- 
dend, after  it  has  been  declared  and  has  become  payable,  is  considered 
as  property  held  by  thejcprgoratiga  for  the  use  of  the  stockholders  indi- 
vidually, and  the  stockholders  may  recover  their  shares  as  money  or 
property  had  and  received  to  their  use.  We  have  been  able  to  find 
liitle  or  no  authoritj'  on  the  precise  question  involved  in  this  case, 
narael)',  whether,  after  a  dividend  has  been  duly  declared  by  a  vote  of 
the  directors,  but  payable  at  a  future  time,  the  vote  can  be  rescinded 
at  a  subsequent  meeting  of  the  directors,  held  before  the  time  at  which 
the  dividend  becomes  payable  according  to  the  vote,  when  the  fact  that 
a  dividend  ^s  been  fio^^rH  iiag-""*--  l^ppn  rnadft  p'lhljpfiflr  in  nny 
maaneiLcommunicated  to  the  stockholdera..  and  jshen  no  iiind-has  been 
art  for  the  pavment  of  the_dividend.  On  principle,  we  do  not 
See  why  the  directors  may  not  rescind  such  a  vote,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated.  ^  the  vote  no_jpedfie"Property  -passedJictthfi  stoek- 
holders.    If  the  vote  be  regarded  as  a  declaration  of  trust  in  favor  of 
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'  the  stockholders,  it  could  be  revoked  before  it  was  communicated  to 
them  or  any  property  was  identified  and  set  aside  for  them.  Indeed, 
cases  may  easily  be  supposed  of  such  a  change  in  the  affairs  of  a  cor- 
poration, between  the  time  when  a  dividend  is  declared  and  the  time 
when  it  becomes  payable,  as  to  make  the  exercise  of  such  a  power  by 
the  directors  useful,  if  not  necessary,  for  the  successful  continuance 
of  the  business  of  the  cofpdratlon.  It  appears  iTrttte'pi'^iBtlinoase-tha't 
tHeTiieetiiig-of  the  hew  aiwetofs'  at  which  the  vote  was  rescinded  was 
held  after  the  annual  meeting  of  the  stockholders,  but  on  the  same  day 
as  the  meeting  of  the  directors  at  which  the  vote  was  passed,  which 
was  held  just  before  the  meeting  of  the  stockholders  ;  and  that  at  the 
meeting  of  the  stockholders  "the  president  did  not,  as  had  for  many 
years  been  the  custom,  announce  that  any  dividend  had  been  declared, 
or  promulgate  the  same  to  the  stockholders  "  ;  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  an^-  of  the  stockholders,  except  the  directo*C,  knew  of  the  original 
vote,  or  that  any  of  the  stockholders  had  made  anycontracts,  incurred 
anj-  liability,  or  done  anything  relying  on  the  voteQ  It  also  appears 
that  no  fund  was  distinctly-  set  apart  for  the  paymenf  of  the  dividend 
before  the  vote  was  rescinded.  As  the  passage  of  the  vote  did  not 
constitute  an  actual  contract  of  the  corporation  with  its  stockholders, 
but  was  merely  a  mode  of  dividing  the  earnings  of  the  property  of  the 
corporation  among  the  stockholders,  we  are  of  opinion  that  before  the 
division  had  been  actually  made,  andnSefore  the  position  of  the  stock- 
holders had  been  changed  in  reliance  on  the  vote,  —  certainly  before 
the  passage  of  the  vote  had  been  made  public,  or  communicated  to  the 
stpckholdersT^  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  directors,  at  a  meeting 
subsequenfu)  that  at  which  the  vote  was  passed,  to  rescind  it.  In 
this  action  at  law,  we  cannot  supervise  the  exercise  of  this  power  by 
the  directors.  Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


<V 


McNAB  V.  McNAB   &  HAELIN  MANUF.   CO.,   et  als. 

1891.     69  New  York  Supreme  Court  (62  Bun.),  18.1 

New  Yoek  Supreme  Court,  General  Term,  First  Department. 
Appeal  from  Special  Term,  New  York  County. 

Action  brought  to  compel  the  division  of  a  surplus  among  the  share- 
holders. A  judgment  was  rendered,  dismissing  plaintiff's  complaint. 
Plaintiff  appealed. 

Artemus  V.  Smith,  for  appellant. 

Frederic  M,  Coudert  and  Frederic  G.  Dow,  for  respondents. 

Daniels,  J.  The  McNab  &  Harlin  Company,  defendant,  was  incor- 
porated on  or  about  the  28th  of  April,  1871,  under  the  laws  of  thia 

1  Only  ao  much  of  the  case  is  given  as  relates  to  one  point.  —  Ed. 
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state  providing  for  the  incorporation  of  manufacturing  companies.    Its 
business  was  declared  to  be  that  of  manufacturing  brass  and  iron  goods 
for  sale,  and  since  its  incorporation  it  has  carried  on  that  business. 
The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  8  shares  of  its  capital  stock,  which 
consisted  ofJL51]u§hares,  of  |3jOOO^each,  and  the  other  defendants  were 
officers  and  shareholders  in  the  company.     After  its  formation,  and  in 
or  about  the  j-ear  1877,  the  company  became  unable  to  pay  its  debts, 
and  a  proceeding  in  bankruptcy  was  instituted  to  discharge  it  from  its 
debts.    Soon  after  the  proceeding  was  commenced  the  defendant  Harlin 
became  the  president  of  the  company'.    He  owned  seventy-eight  shares 
of  its  capital  stock,  and  compromised  the  debts  owing  to  the  creditors  of 
the  company.     The  agreement  for  the  compromise  was  to  pay  seventy- 
five  per  cent,  within  the  period  of  three  years.     After  he  took  charge 
of  the  affairs  of  the  company  as  its  president,  and  under  his  manage- 
ment, the  business  became  prosperous,  and  the  seventy-flve  per  cent, 
was  paid  to  the  creditors,  and  afterwards  they  were  paid  the  additional 
sum  of  twentj--five  per  cent.,  making  pa3'ment  of  their  demands  in  full. 
Tlie   prosperity  of   the  company  continued,  owing  to  the  judicious 
management  of  the  president,  and  for  eight  years  prior  to  the  time 
of  the  trial,  which  took  place  in  May,  1891,  its  net  profits  amounted 
to  the  sum  of  $100,000  a  year,  or  a  sum  slightlj'  in  advance  of  that 
amount,  and  from  the  year  1881  to  the  year  1891  it  made  and  paid  a 
dividend  on  its  shares  amounting  to  an  average  exceeding  the  sum 
of  twenty-five  per  cent. ;  and,  in  addition  to  the  dividends  made  in 
this  manner,  it  accumulated  a  large  surplus,  which  was  mainly  used 
in  its  business,  but  to  the  extent  of   about  one   hundred   thousand 
dollars  was  in  its  deposit  accounts.     And  it  was  stated  by  the  treas- 
urer in  his  evidence  upon  the  trial  that  there  was  at  that  time  an 
actual  surplus  owned  by  the  companj-  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $152,209, 
and  the  plaintiff,  whose  action  was  brought  to  secure  the  distribution 
of  the  surplus  by  way  of  dividends,  alleged  and  claimed  that  a  still 
Jarger  surplus  had  been  earned  and  was  owned  by  the  company ;  and  it 
was  one  of  the  principal  objects  of  the  action  to  secure  the  division  of 
this  surplus  by  waj"^  of  dividends  among  the  shareholders.     But  it  was 
proved  in  the  course  of  the  trial  that  the  surplus  maintained  by  the 
companj'  was  profitably  employed  in  pur^^^'i'^irp  the  mnteriaLused  by 
it  in  the  course  of  its  manufactures,  and  that  it  was  considered  for  the 
hpst^  intfirests  of  the   companv.Tint  in  fl\-n\^c  thifl  snrping  grnopg  Jjtp^ 
shareholders.     The  directors,  in  restricting  the  dividends  as  they  did, 
seem  to  have  been  impressed  with  the  propriety  of  this  conviction,  and 
the  dividends  were  accordingly  limited  to  such  amounts  fi-om  year  to 
year  as  did  not  intrench  upon  the  large  surplus  which  had  been  earned 
and  secured.     In  their  action  upon  this  subject  the  trustees  appear  to 
have  exercised  the  judgment  which  they  deemed  to  be  most  consistent 
with  the  prosperity  and  maintRnancfi  of  the  interests  of  the  company, 
and  the  statute  under  which  the  incorporation  took  place  delegated  the 
authority  of  the  trustees  to  manage  the  stock,  property,  and  concerns 
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of  the  company  (2  Eev.  St.,  5tli  Ed.,  p.  503,  §  29;)  and  to  what 
amount  the  dividends  shall  be  made,  and  the  extent  of  the  surplus 
which  the  inte^rests  of  the  company  may  require  to  be  retained,  are 
within  this  delegfation  of  authority  confided  to  the  trustees.  And  it 
was  so  regarded  in  Williams  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  93  N.  Y.  162,  where  it 
was  said,  with  the  apparent  approval  of  the  court,  that  "  when  a 
corporation  has  a  surplus,  whether  a  dividend  shall  be  made,  and,  if 
inade,  how  much  it  shall  be,  and  when  and  where  it  shall  be  payable, 
rest  iu  the  fair  and  honest  discretion  of  the  directors,  uncontrollable^ 
the  courts."  Id.  192.  And  no  broader  principlethah  this  was  eitKer 
stated  or  sanctioned  in  Scott  v.  Fire  Co.,  7  Paige,  198,  or  in  either  of 
the  other  authorities  which  have  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
court.  The  principle  to  be  applied  is  that  which  shall  secure  the 
observance  of  ,goodfaith  on  the  part  of  the  directors,  and  this  principle 
was  neither  denied  nor  intrenched  upon  in  Seeley  v.  Bank,  8  Daly, 
400,  which  was  affirmed  in  J^  IS.  Y.  608.  The  trustees  are  chosen  by 
the  shareholders,  to  exercise  their  b^sEjudgment,  depending  upon  their 
knowledge  of  the  affairs  and  condition  of  the  company ;  and  when  that 
has  been  done,  the  courts  do  not  undertake  to  control  their  action, 
although  they  might  differ  in  their  views  of  the  proper  management  to 
be  adopted  and  followed.  No  reason  has  been  disclosed  by  the  case 
for  doubting  or  impeaching  the  good  faith  of  these  trustees.  Neither 
can  it  be  affirmed  justly,  in  view  of  the  large  business  carried  on  by  the 
company,  that  they  acted  unreasonably  or  eapriciouslv  iff  declining 
to  order  a  larger  dividend  than  that  which  was  m  fact  paid  to  the 
shareholders. 

[Opinion  on  other  points  omitted.] 

Judgment  affirmed.'^ 

1  In  Crickton  v.  Webb  Press  Co.,  113  La.  167,  the  court  compelled  the  declaration  of  a 
dividend,  at  the  instance  of  minority  shareholders,  saying,  p.  183 ;  Proceeding  to  adjudicate 
upon  the  disputed  points,  the  court  finds  that  a  dividend  should  have  been  declared  and 
should  now  be  ordered.  The  company  began  business  with  a  capital  of  $26,000,  to  which 
was  added  the  notes  of  the  stockholders  to  the  amount  of  !$5000.  Its  profits,  according 
to  the  report  of  the  experts,  amounted  in  November,  1902,  to  *294,683.55.  While  the 
business  of  the  company  has  increased  very  largely,  and  the  actual  cash  in  bank  is  very 
low,  yet  the  court  thinks  a  dividend  of  850.000  could  be  safely  declared,  and  the  court  will 
80  order,  - 
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(c)  To  siibscribe  to  New  Issues  of  Stock. 


ENTAL  TRUST  CO. 


STOKES  V.   CONTINEN' 

1906.    186  New  Yorh,  285. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  first  judicial  department,  entered  January  4,  1905,  re- 
versing a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  entered  upon  a  decision  of  the 
court  on  trial  at  Special  Term  and  granting  a  new  trial. 

This  action  was  brought  by  a  stockholder  to  compel  his  corporation 
to  issue  to  him  ^t  par  such  a  proportion  of  an  iucrease  made  in  its 
capital  stock  as  the  number  of  shares  held  by  him  before  such  increase 
bore  to  the  number  of  all  the  shares  originally  issued,  and  in  case  such 
additional  shares  could  not  be  delivered  to  him  for  his  damages  in  the 
premises. 

The  defendant  is  a  domestic  banking  corporation  in  the  city  of  New- 
York,  organized  in  1890,  with  a  capital  stock  of  $500,000,  consisting 
of  5000  shares  of  the  par  value  of  f  100  each.  The  plaintiff  was  one 
of  the  original  stockholders,  and  still  owns  all  the  stock  issued  to  him 
at  the  date  of  organization,  together  with  enough  more  acquired  since 
to  make  221  shares  in  all.  On  the  29th  of  January,  1902,  the  defend- 
ant had  a  surplus  of  $1,048,450.94,  which  made  the  book  value  of  the 
stock  at  that  time  $309.69  per  share.  On  the  2d  of  January,  1902, 
Blair  &  Company,  a  strong  and  influential  firm  of  private  bankers  in. 
the  city  of  New  York,  made  the  following  proposition  to  the  defend- 
ant: "If  your  stockholders  at  the  special  meeting  to  be  called  for 
January  29, 1902,  vote  to  increase  your  capital  stock  from  $500,000  to 
$1,000,000  you  may  deliver  the  additional  stock  to  us  as  soon  as  issued 
at  $450jer  share  ($100  par  value)  for  ourselves  and  our  associates,  it 
being  understood  that  we  may  nominate  ten  of  the  twenty-one  trustees 
to  be  elected  at  the  adjourned  annual  meeting  of  stockholders." 

The  directors  of  the  defendant  promptly  met  and  duly  authorized 
a  special  meeting  of  the  stockholders  to  be  called  to  meet  on  January 
29,  1902,  for  the  purpose  of  voting  upon  the  proposed  increase  of  stock 
and  the  acceptance  of  the  offer  to  purchase  the  same.  Upon  due  notice 
a  meeting  of  the  stockholders  was  held  accordingly,  more  than  a  ma- 
jority attending  either  in  person  or  by  proxy.  A  resolution  to  increase 
the  stock  was  adopted  by  the  vote  of  4197  shares,  a.ll  that  were  cast. 
Thereupon  the  plaintiff  demanded  from  tne  defendant  the  right  to 
subscribe  for  221  shares  of  the  new  stock  at  par,  and  offered  to  pay 
immediately  for  the  same,  which  demand  was  refused.  A  resolution 
directing  a  sale  to  Blair  &  Company  at  $450  a  share  was  then  adopted 
by  a  vote  of  3596  shares  to  241.  The  plaintiff  voted  for  the  first  reso- 
lution but  against  the  last,  and  before  the  adoption  of  the  latter  he 
jwotested  against  the  proposed  sale  of  his  proportionate  share  of  the 
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stock  and  again  demanded  the  right  to  suhscribe  and  pay  for  the  same, 
but  the  demand  was  refused. 

On  the  30th  of  January,  1902,  the  stock  was  increased,  and  on  the 
same  day  was  sold  to  Blair  &  Company  at  the  price  named.  Although 
the  plaintiff  formally  renewed  his  demand  for  221  shares  of  the  new 
stock  at  par  and  tendered  payment  therefor,  it  was  refused  upon  the 
ground  that  the  stock  had  already  been  issued  to  Blair  &  Company. 
Owing  in  part  to  the  offer  of  Blair  &  Company,  which  had  become 
known  to  the  public,  the  market  price  of  the  stock  had  increased  from 
$450  a  share  in  September,  1901,  to  $550  in  January,  1902,  and  atthe  '^ 
time  of  the  trial,  in  April,  1904,  it  was  worth  $700  per  share.  "^ 

Prior  to  the  special  meeting  of  the  stockholders,  by  authority  of  the 
board  of  directors  a  circular  letter  was  sent  to  each  stockholder,  in- 
cluding the  plaintiff,  giving  notice  of  the  proposition  made  by  Blair 
&  Company  and  recommending  that  it  be  accepted.  Thereupon  the 
plaintiff  notified  the  defendant  that  he  wished  to  subscribe  for  his  pro- 
portionate share  of  the  new  stock,  if  issued,  and  at  no  time  did  he 
waive  his  right  to  subscribe  for  the  same.  Before  the  special  meeting, 
he  had  not  been  definitely  notified  by  the  defendant  that  he  could  not 
receive  his  proportionate  part  of  the  increase,  but  was  informed  that 
his  proposition  would  "  be  taken  under  consideration." 

After  finding  these  facts  in  substance,  the  trial  court  found,  as  con- 
clusions of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  to  subscribe  for  such 
proportion  of  the  increase,  as  his  holdings  bore  to  all  the  stock  before 
the  increase  was  made ;  that  the  stockholders,  directors,  and  ofiicers  of 
the  defendant  had  no  power  to  deprive  him  of  that  right,  and  that  he 
was  entitled  to  recover  the  difference  between  the  market  value  of  221 
shares  on  the  30th  of  January,  1902,  and  the  par  value  thereof,  or  the 
sum  of  $99,450,  together  with  interest  from  said  date.  The  judgment 
entered  accordingly  was  reversed  by  the  Appellate  Division,  and  the 
plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court,  giving  the  usual  stipulation  for  judg- 
ment absolute  in  case  the  order  of  reversal  should  be  afiirmed- 

Vann,  J.  .  .  .  The  leading  authority  is  Gray  v.  Portland  Bank, 
decided  in  1807  and  reported  in  3  Mass.  364.  In  that  case  a  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject,  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties, 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  evidence  in  the  case  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  and,  if  so,  as  to  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages. The  court  held  that  stockholders  who  held  old  stock  had  a  right 
to  subscribe  for  and  take  new  stock  in  proportion  to  their  respective 
shares.  As  the  corporation  refused  this  right  to  the  plaintiff  he  was 
permitted  to  recover  the  excess  of  the  market  value  above  the  par 
value,  with  interest.  In  the  course  of  its  argument  the  court  said : 
"  A  share  in  the  stock  or  trust  when  only  the  least  sum  has  been  paid 
in  is  a  share  in  the  power  of  incrgaging  it  when  the  trustee  determines 
or  rather  when  the  cestuis  que  trustent  agree  upon  employing  a  greater 
sum.  ...  A  vote  to  increase  the  capital  stock,  if  it  was  not  the  crear 
tion  of  a  new  and  disjointed  capital,  was  in  its  nature  an  agreement 
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among  the  stockholders  to  enlarge  their  shares  in  the  amount  or  in  the 
number  to  the  extent  required  to  effect  that  increase.  ...  If  from 
the  progress  of  the  institution  and  the  expense  incurred  in  it  any 
advance  upon  the  additional  shares  might  be  obtained  'in  the  market, 
this  advance  upon  the  shares  relinquished  belonged  to  the  whole,  aud 
was  not  to  be  disposed  of  at  the  will  of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders 
to  the  partial  benefit  of  some  and  exclusion  of  others." 

This  decision  has  stood  unquestioned  for  nearly  a  hundred  years,  and 
has  been  followed  generally  by  courts  of  the  highest  standing.     It  is 
the  foundation  of  the  rule  upon  the  subject  that  prevails,  almost  with- 
out  exception,  throughout  the  entire  country. 
~      |_ After  reviewing  the  authorities.]     If  the  right  claimed  by  the  plain-   ' 
tiff  was  a  right  of  property  belonging  to  him  as  a  stockholder  he  could/7 
not  be  deprived  of  it  by  the  joint  action  of  the  other  stockholders  andw  y 
of  all  the  directors  and  officers  of  the  corporation. 

What  is  the  nature  of  the  right  acquired  by  a  stockholder  through 
the  ownership  of  shares  of  stock  ?     What  rights  can  he  assert  against 
the  will  of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  and  all  the  officers  and 
directors  ?     While  he  does  not  own  and  cannot  dispose  of  any  specific    I 
property  of  the  corporation,  yet  he  and  his  associates  own  the  corpo-   I 
ration  itself,  its  charter,  franchises,  and  all  rights  conferred  thereby, 
including  the  right  to  increase  the  stock.     He  has  an  inherent  right  to 
his  proportionate  share  of  any  dividend  declared,  or  of  any  surplus 
arising  upon  dissolution,  and  he  can  prevent  waste  or  misappropria- 
tion of  the  property  of  the  corporation  by  those  in  control.     Finally, 
he  has  the  right  to  vote  for  directors  and  upon  all  propositions  sub- 
ject by  law  to  the  control  of  the  stockholders,  and  this  is  his  supreme 
right  and   main   protection.     Stockholders  have  no  direct  voice  in    ] 
transacting  the  corporate  business,  but  through  their  right  to  vote    / 
they  can  select  those  to  whom  the  law  intrusts  the  power  of  manage-  ' 
ment  and  control. 

A  corporation  is  somewhat  like  a  partnership,  if  one  were  possible, 
conducted  wholly  by  agents  where  the  copartners  have  power  to  ap- 
point the  agents,  but  are  not  responsible  for  their  acts.  The  power  to 
manage  its  affairs  resides  in  the  directors,  who  are  its  agents,  but  the 
power  to  elect  directors  resides  in  the  stockholders.  This  right  to 
vote  fordireotors  and  upon  propositions  to  increase  jbg  stock  or  nuirt- 
gage  the  assets,  is  about  all  the  power  the  stockholder  has.  So  long 
as  the  management  is  honest,  withinlhe  corporate  powers  and  involves 
no  waste,  the  stockholders  cannot  interfere,  even  if  the  administration 
is  fp.ehlfi  and  nnsati.sfantorv.  hut  must  correct  such  evils  through  their 
power  to  elect  other  directors.  Hence  the  power  ofthe  individual 
stockholder  to  vote  it)  prnpnrtiontothe  number  of  his  shares  is  vital, 
and  p.a.nnnt  he  cnt  nfp  or  curtailedljY  the  action  of  all  the  other  stqck- 
TTnlderR  even  with  the  cooperation  of  the  directors  anjLofficers. 

In  the  case  before  us  thenew  stock  came  into  existence  through  the 
exercise  of  a  right  belonging  wholly  to  the  stockholders.     As  the  right 
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to  increase  the  stock  belonged  to  them,  the  stock  wheu  increased  he^ 
longed  to  them  also,  as  it  wasissued  for  money  and  not  for  propgrty 
orfor  sgjnkjjurpOMe  uLher  tSan^he  sale  thereot  tor  money:  By  the 
increase  of  stock  t"Ee^oting  power  of  the  plaintiff  was  reduced  one 
half,  and  while  he  consented  to  the  increase  he  did  not  consent  to  the 
disposition  of  the  new  stock  by  a  sale  thereof  to  Blair  &  Company  at 
less  than  its  market  value,  nor  by  sale  to  any  person  in  any  way  ex- 
cept by  an  allotment  to  the  stockholders.  The  increase  and  sale  in- 
volved the  transfer  of  rights  belonging  to  the  stockholders  as  part  of 
their  investment.  The  issue  of  new  stock  and  the  sale  thereof  to  Blair 
&  Company  was  not  only  a  transfer  to  them  of  j)ne  half  the  voting 
^ower  of  the  old  stockholders,  but  also  of  an  equitable"  right  to  one 
half  the  surplus  which  belonged  to  them.  In  other  words,  it  was_a^ 
partlaTSivision  of  the  property  of  the  old  stockholders.  The  right  to 
increase  stock  is  not  an  asset  of  the  corporation  any  more  than  the 
original  stock  when  it  was  issued  pursuant  to  subscription.  The 
ownership  of  stock  is  in  the  nature  of  an  inherent  but  indirect  power 
to  control  the  corporation.  The  stock  when  issued  ready  for  delivery 
does  not  belong  to  the  corporation  in  the  way  that  it  holds  its  real  and 
personal  property,  with  power  to  sell  the  same,  but  is  held  by  it  with 
no  power  of  alienation  in  trust  for  the  stockholders,  who  are  the  bene- 
ficial owners  and  become  the  legal  owners  upon  payingtherefor.  The 
corporation  has  no  rights  hostile  to  those  of  the  stockholders,  but  is 
the  trustee  for  all  including  the  minority.  The  new  stock  issued  by 
the  defendant  under  the  permission  of  the  statute  did  not  belong  to  it, 
but  was  held  by  it  the  same  as  the  original  stock  when  first  issued  was 
held  in  trust  for  the  stockholders.  It  has  the  same  voting  power  as 
the  old,  share  for  share.  The  stockholders  decided  to  enlarge  their 
holdings,  not  by  increasing  the  amount  of  each  share,  but  by  increasing 
the  number  of  shares.  The  new  stock  belonged  to  the  stockholders  as 
an  inherent  right  by  virtue  of  their  being  stockholders,  to  be  shared 
in  proportion  upon  paying  its  par  value  or  the  value  per  share  fixed 
by  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders,  or  ascertained  by  a  sale  at 
public  auction.  While  the  corporation  could  not  compel  the  plaintiff 
to  take  new  shares  at  any  pric^i_aincfi-bhey  were  issued  tormoney and 
not  for  property,  it  could  notjaffifiilly  '^^gpngp  pf  <-h"Sft  shares  without 
giving  him  a  chance  to_get  hia  proportioii_alLthe  same  price  that  out- 
^ders  got  theirs^  He  had  an  inchoate  right  to  one  share  of  the  new 
stock  for  each  share  owned  by  him  of  the  old  stock,  provided  he  was 
ready  to  pay  the  price  fixed  by  the  stockholders.  If  so  situated  that 
he  could  not  take  it  himself,  he  was  entitled  to  sell  the  right  to  one 
who  could,  as  is  frequently  done.  Even  this  gives  an  advantage  to 
capital,  but  capital  necessarily  has  somg^dvantage.  Of  course,  there 
is  a  distinctionwhen  the  new  stock  is  issued  in  payment  for  property, 
but  that  IS  not  this  case.  The  stock  in  question  was  issued  to  be"sol3. 
for  money,  and  was  sold  for  money  only.  A  majority  of  the  stock- 
holders, as  part  of  their  power  to  increase  the  stock,  may  attach  rea- 
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sonable  conditions  to  the  disposition  thereof,  such  as  the  requirement 
that  every  oI3~Stockholder  electing  to  take  new  stock  shall  pay  a  fixed 
price  therefor,  not  less  than  par,  however,  owing  to  the  limitation  of 
the  statute.  They  may  also  provide  for  a  sale  in  parcels  orbulk  at 
public  auction,  waen  every  stockholder  can  bid  the  same  as  strangers. 
Tbey  cannot,  nowever,  aispose  of  it  to  strangers  against  the  protest  of" 
any  stockholder  who  insists  that  he  has  a  right  to  his  proportion. 
Otherwise  the  majority  could  deprive  the  minority  of  their  proportion- 
ate  power  in  the  election  of  directors  and  of  their  proportionate  right 
to  share  in  the  surplus,  each  of  which  is  an  inherent,  preemptive,  and 
vested  riffht  of  propertv.  It  is  inviolable  and  can  neither  be  taken 
away  nor  lessened  without  consent,  or  a  waiver  implying  consent. 
The  plaintiff  had  power,  before  the  increase  of  stock,  to  vote  on  221 
shares  of  stock,  out  of  a  total  of  5000,  at  any  meeting  held  by  the 
stockholders  for  any  purpose.  By  the  action  of  the  majority,  taken 
against  his  will  and  protest,  he  now  has  only  one  half  the  voting  power 
that  he  had  before,  because  the  number  of  shares  has  been  doubled 
while  he,  still  owns  but  221.  This  touches  him  as  a  stockholder  in 
such  a  way  as  to  deprive  him  of  a  right  of  property.  Blair  &  Com- 
pany acquired  virtual  control,  while  he  and  the  other  stockholders  lo&t 
it.  We  are  not  discussing  equities,  but  legal  rights,  for  this  is  an 
action  at  law,  and  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of  a  strictly  legal  right. 
If  the  result  gives  him  an  advantage  over  other  stockholders,  it  is  be- 
cause he  stood  upon  his  legal  rights,  while  they  did  not.  The  question 
is  what  were  his  legal  rights,  not  what  his  profit  may  be  under  the  sale 
to  Blair  &  Company,  but  what  it  might  have  been  if  the  new  stock  had 
been  issued  to  him  in  proportion  to  his  holding  of  the  old.  The  other 
jatQckholders  could  give  their  property  to_Bla,ir  &  Company,  bntJJTej 

could  not  give  hisT"" " 

■  ""A  share  ()f  stock  is  a  share  in  the  power  to  increase  the  stock,  and 
belongs  to  the  stockholders  the  same  as  the  stock  itself.  When  that 
power  is  exercised,  the  new  stock  belongs  to  the  old  stockholders  in 
proportion  to  their  holding  of  old  stock,  subject  to  compliance  with 
the  lawful  terms  upon  which  it  is  issued.  When  the  new  stock  is 
issued  in  payment  for  property  purchased  by  the  corporation,  the 
stockholders'  right  is  merged  in  the  purchase,  and  they  have  an  ad- 
vantage iu  the  increase  of  the  property  of  the  corporation  in  proportion 
to  the  increase  of  stock.  When  the  new  stock  is  issued  for  money, 
while  the  stockholders  may  provide  that  it  be  sold  at  auction  or  fix 
the  price  at  which  it  is  to  be  sold,  each  stockholder  is  entitled  to  his 
proportion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  at  auction,  after  he  has  had  a 
right  to  bid  at  the  sale,  or  to  his  proportion  of  the  new  stock  at  the 
price  fixed  by  the  stockholders. 

We  are  thus  led  to  lay  down  the  rule  that  a  stockholder  has  an  in- 
herent right  to  a  proportionate  share  of  new  stock  issued  for  money 
only  and  not  to  purchase  property  for  the  purposes  of  the  corporation 
or  to  effect  a  consolidation ;  and  while  he  can  waive  that  right,  he  can- 
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not  be  deprived  of  it  without  his  consent  except  when  the  stock  is 
issued  at  a  fixed  price  not  less  than  par  and  he  is  given  the  right  to 
take  at  that  price  in  proportion  to  his  holding,  or  in  some  other  equi- 
table way  that  will  enable  him  to  protect  his  interest  by  acting  on  his 
own  judgment  and  using  his  own  resources.  This  rule  is  just  to  all 
and  tends  to  prevent  the  tyranny  of  majorities  which  needs  restraint, 
as  well  as  virtual  attempts  to  blackmail  by  small  minorities  which 
should  be  prevented. 

The  remaining  question  is  whether  the  plaintiff  waived  his  rights 
by  failing  to  do  what  he  ought  to  have  done,  or  by  doing  something  he 
ought  not  to  have  done.  He  demanded  his  share  of  the  new  stock  at 
par,  instead  of  at  the  price  fixed  by  the  stockholders,  for  the  authori- 
zation to  sell  at  $460  a  share  was  virtually  fixing  the  price  of  the 
stock.  He  did  more  than  this,  however,  for  he  not  only  voted  against 
the  proposition  to  sell  to  Blair  &  Company  at  $450,  but  as  the  court 
expressly  found,  he  "  protested  against  the  proposed  sale  of  his  pro- 
portionate share  of  the  stock  and  again  demanded  the  right  to  sub- 
scribe and  pay  for  the  same,  which  demands  were  again  refused,"  and 
"the  resolution  was  carried  notwithstanding  such  protest  and  de- 
mands." Thus  he  protested  against  the  sale  of  his  share  before  the 
price  was  fixed,  for  the  same  resolution  fixed  the  price  and  directed 
the  sale,  which  was  promptly  carried  into  effect.  If  he  had  not  at- 
tended the  meeting,  called  upon  due  notice  to  do  precisely  what  was 
done,  perhaps  he  would  have  waived  his  rights ;  but  he  attended  the 
meeting,  and  before  the  price  was  fixed  demanded  the  right  to  sub- 
scribe for  221  shares  at  par  and  offered  to  pay  for  the  same  immedi- 
ately. It  is  true  that  after  the  price  was  fixed  .he-did-%Qt^Eat_^o 
take  his  share  at  that  price,  but  he  did  not  acquiesce  in  the  sal?5f  his 
prnpnrtirm  ,J;t,iRiliiiifr"fr'flnmpnnyi  and  unless  he  acquiesced  the  sale  as 
to  him  was  without  right.  He  was  under  no  obligation  to  put  the 
corporation  in  default  by  making  a  demand.  The  ordinary  doctrine 
of  demand^  tender,  and  refusal  has  no  applicati£ai_tQ_thisease.  The 
plamtifl  had  niadiJ  110  <iO)!itraflt. — He  had  Eotpromised  to  do  anything. 
Ko  duty  of  performance  rested  upon  him.  He  had  an  absolute  right 
to  the  new  stock  in  proportion  to  his  holding  of  the  old,  and  he  gave 
notice  that  he  wanted  it.  It  was  his  property,  and  could  not  be  dis- 
posed of  without  his  consent.  He  did  not  consent.  He  protested  in 
due  time,  and  the  sale  was  made  in  defiance  of  his  protest.  While  in 
connection  with  his  protest  he  demanded  the  right  to  subscribe  at  par, 
that  demand  was  entirely  proper  when  made,  because  the  price  had  not 
then  been  fixed.  After  the  price  was  fixed  it  was  the  duty  of  the  de- 
fendant to  offer  him  his  proportion  at  that  price,  for  it  had  notice  that 
he  had  not  acquiescea  in  the  proposed  sale  of  his  share,  but  wanted  it 
himself.  The  directors  were  under  the  legal  obligation  to  give  him  an 
opportunity  to  purchase  at  the  price  fixed  before  they  could  sell  his 
property  to  a  third  party,  even  with  the  approval  of  a  large  majority 
of  the  stockholders.    If  he  had  remained  silent  and  had  made  no  re- 
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quest  or  protest  he  would  have  waived  his  rights,  but  after  he  had  given 
notice  that  he  wanted  his  part  and  had  protested  against  the  same 
thereof,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  offer  it  to  hiiu  at  the  price  fixed 
by  the  stockholders.  By  selling  to  strangers  without  thus  offering  to 
sell  to  him,  the  defendant  wrongfully  deprived  him  of  his  property  and 
is  liable  for  such  damages  as  he  actually  sustained. 

The  learned  trial  court,  however,  did  not  measure  the  damages  ac- 
cording to  law.  The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  difference  be- 
tween the  par  value  of  the  new  stock  and  the  market  value  thereof, 
for  the  stockholders  had  the  right  to  fix  the  price  at  which  the  stock 
should  be  sold.  They  fixed  the  price  at  $450  a  share,  and  for  the 
failure  of  the  defendant  to  offer  the  plaintiff  his  share  at  that  price  we  > 
hold  it  liable  in  damages.  His  actual  loss,  therefore,  is  f  100  per  share, 
or  the  difference  between  $450,  the  price  that  he  would  have  been 
obliged  to  pay  had  he  been  permitted  to  purchase,  and  the  market  value 
on  the  day  of  sale,  which  was  $550.  This  conclusion  requires  a  re- 
versal of  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  Appellate  Division  and  a  modi-  - 
fication  of  that  rendered  by  the  trial  court. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed  and  the  judgment  of 
the  trial  court  modified  by  reducing  the  damages  from  the  sum  of 
$99,450,  with  interest  from  January  30,  1902,  to  the  sum  of  $22,100, 
with  interest  from  that  date,  and  by  striking  out  the  extra  allowance  of 
costs,  and  as  thus  modified  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  is  af^rmed, 
without  costs  in  this  court  or  in  the  Appellate  Division  to  either  party.' 

shareholder  was  held  to  hare 
issued. 


1  In  Waa  V.  Utah  Copper  Co.,,^ONjJ^EgjJjmgjgJ,each  s 
\  similar  right  where  bonds,  convemRemtostock,  were  to  be 
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(d)   To  compel  the  Corporation  to  assert  Valid  Claims,  and  to  resist  Invalid  Claims. 
Herein  of  the  Procedure  necessary  in  bringing  a  Shareholder's  Bill. 


SMITH  V.  HURD  et  als. 

1847.     12  Metcalf  (Mass.),  37i;l 

This  was  a  special  action  on  the  case,  by  a  stockholder  of  the 
Phoenix  Bank  against  the  directors.  There  were  two  counts ;  one 
founded  in  non-feasance  of  oflBcial  duty,  the  other  in  misfeasance. 

The  first  count  alleged  {inter  alia)  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  direc- 
tors to  direct  and  superintend  the  proceedings  of  the  officers,  and  to 
exercise  reasonable  vigilance  in  seeing  that  the  property  of  the  bank 
was  not  lost,  wasted,  or  misused ;  but  that  the  directors  disregarding 
their  duty,  and  contriving  together  to  injure  and  deceive  the  plaintiff 
therein,  neglected  to  give  reasonable  personal  attention  to  the  business 
of  the  bank ;  and  negligently  permitted  the  whole  business  to  be 
managed  by  the  president,  Wyman,  who  loaned  its  monies  on  in- 
sufficient securities,  used  certain  sums  himself,  and  made  loans  to 
individual  directors  exceeding  the  limits  of  the  law ;  whereb}-  the  bank 
capital  became  wholly  lost,  and  plaintiff  was  made  liable,  under  the 
law,  for  his  proportion  of  the  capital  lost  bj'  the  official  mismanage- 
ment of  the  directors,  and  further  liable  to  pay  large  sums  for  the 
redemption  of  the  bills  of  the  bank. 

The  second  count  alleged  {inter  alia)  that  the  directors,  disregard- 
ing their  duties,  and  contriving  together  to  injure  and  deceive  the  plain- 
tiff therein,  concurred  with  each  otlier  that  the  whole  business  should 
be  managed  by  the  president,  Wyman,  as  he  should  see  fit ;  and  that 
defendants  themselves  declared  dividends  when  there  were  no  profits, 
and  caused  false  returns  to  be  made  to  the  State  authorities,  by  which 
means  plaintiff  was  misled  and  induced  to  rel^'  on  the  security  of  his 
investment.  Anci,  gX'iierally,  the  second  count  cliarged  as  acts  of  the 
defendants  (done  Uiiough  Wyman)  tlie  matters  whicli,  in  the  first 
count,   were  chsirged  as  negligences   and    peiniissioiis,    and   deduced 

*  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  omitted. —  Ed: 
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therefrom  in  like  manner  the  failure  of  the  bank,  and  the  special  dam-, 
age  to  the  plaintiff.  The  count  concluded  with  an  averment  that 
defendants,  by  "  misconducting  the  business  of  said  bank,  as  aforesaid, 
so  wilfully,  deceitfully  and  fraudulently'  mismanaged  the  business  and 
property  of  the  said  bank,  that  the  whole  capital  thereof  was  utterly 
lost  and  wasted." 

Defendants  demurred  to  the  declaration. 

B.  R.  Curtis  and  B.  Rand,  for  defendants. 

Gardiner  (Greenleaf  with  him),  for  plaintiff. 

Shaw,  C.  J.  This  is  certainly  a  case  of  first  impression.  We  are 
not  aware  that  anj'  similar  action  has  been  sustained  in  England,  or  in 
any  of  the  courts  of  this  country.  It  is  founded  on  no  statute.  It  is 
an  action  on  the  case,  at  common  law,  brought  by  an  individual  holder 
of  shares  in  an  incorporated  bank,  against  the  directors,  not  including 
the  president,  setting  forth  various  acts  of  negligence  and  malfeasance, 
through  a  series  of  years,  in  consequence  of  which,  as  the  declaration 
alleges,  the  whole  capital  of  the  bank  was  wasted  and  lost,  and  the 
shares  of  the  plaintiff  became  of  no  value,  mhe  circumstance  that  no 
such  action  has  been  maintained,  would  certainly  De  no  decisive  oDjeC=- 
Ttlon,  If  it  could  be  shown  to  be  maintainable  on  principle.  But  the 
fact,  that  similar  grievances  have  existed  to  a  great  extent,  and  in 
numberless  instances,  where  such  an  action  would  have  presented  an 
obvious  and  effective  remedy,  affords  strong  proof,  that  in  the  view  of  J 
all  such  suffering  parties,  and  their  legal  advisers  and  guides,  thereV 
was  no  principle  on  which  such  an  action  can  be  maintained. 

If  an  action  can  be  brought  by  one  stockholder,  it  may  be  brought 
b3'  the  holder  of  asingle  share^;  so  that  for  one  and  the  same  default  of 
these  directors,  thirtj'-five  hundred  actions  might  be  brought.  If  it 
may  be  sustained  by  proof  of  an  act,  or  series  of  acts,  of  carelessness, 
neglect,  and  breach  of  duty,  in  managing  the  affairs  of  the  bank,  by 
which  the  whole  value  of  the  stock  is  destroyed,  it  may,  on  the  same 
principle,  be  maintained  on  any  actor  instance  of  such  negligence,  by 
which  the  shares  are  diminished  in  value  fifty,  ten,  five,  or  one  per 
cent.  Still,  notwithstanding  these  consequences,  if  the  plaintiff  has  a 
good  right  of  action,  upon  recognized  and  sound  legal  principles,  his 
action  ought  to  be  sustained. 

But  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  action  cannot  be  maintained ; 
and  that  on  several  grounds,  a  few  of  the  more  prominent  of  which 
may  be  alluded  to. 

1.  There  is  no  legal  privity,  relation,  or  inmiedia:te_jo""pj^ion.  be- 
tweeiTEEeliolders  of  shares  in  a  bank,  in  their  individual  capacity,  on 
the  one  side,  "and  the  directors  of  the  bank  on  the  other.  The  directors 
are  not  the  bailees,  the  factors,  agents  or  trustees  of  such  individual 
stockholders.  The  h.ink  is  a  corporation  and  body  politic,  having 
a  separate  existence  as  a  _distinct  person  in  law,  in  whom  the  whole 
stock  and  property  of  the  bank  are  vested,  and  to  whom  all  agents, 
debtors,  officers  and  servants  are  responsible  for  all  contracts,  express 
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or  implied,  made  in  reference  to  such  capital,  and  for  all  torts  and 
injuries  diminishing  or  impairing  it.  The  ver3'  purpose  of  incorpora- 
tion is,  to  create  such  legal  and  ideal  person  in  law,  distinct  from  all 
the  persons  composing  it,  in  order  to  avoid  the  extreme  difficulty,  and 
perhaps  it  is  not  too  much  to  say  the  utter  impracticabilitj-,  of  such  a 
nuBaber  of  persons  acting  together  in  their  individual  capacities.  The 
practical  difficulty  would  be  nearly  as  great,  whether  it  were  held  that 
all  must  join  in  an  action  to  recover  damage  for  an  injurj'  to  the  com- 
mon property,  or  that  each  might  sue  separately*. 

The^stgckbijlders  do,  indeed,  orginarily  elect  the  directors  ;  but  it  is 
as  parts  and  members  of  the  corporation,  in  their  corporate  capacity, 
in  modes  pointed  out  b}'  the  charter  and  bj'-laws,  so  that  the  dlreclors 
are  the  appointees  of  the  corporation,  not  of  the  individuals.  Indeed, 
I  believe  there  is  a  provision  in  the  bank  charters  —  there  certainly 
was  formerly  —  which  is  equally  to  the  present  purpose  ;  namelj',  that 
the  Commonwealth  shall  be  at  liberty  to  add  a  certain  amount  to  the 
capital  of  various  banks,  and  appoint  a  proportional  number  of  direc- 
tors. Such  directors,  so  appointed,  pursuant  to  the  charter  regulating 
the  legal  organization  of  the  bodj",  would  stand  in  all  respects  on  the 
footing  of  directors  chosen  by  the  stockholders.  If  these  were  liable 
to  the  action  of  individual  stockholders,  those  would  be,  in  like 
manner. 

/  •  2.  The  individual  members  of  tliA  oorpr^ratjon,  whether  they  should 
fall  join,  OT  each  act  severally,  h^vp  nn  right  nr  pnw<>r  to  intermedctte 
"with  the  property  or  concerns  of  the  bank,  or  call  any  officer,  agent  or 
"sei'VanTto  account,  or  discharge  them  from  any  liability.  Should  all 
tlie  stockholders  join  in  a  power  of  attorney  to  any  one,  he  could  not 
take  possession  of  any  real  or  personal  estate,  anj-  security  or  chose  in 
action  ;  could  not  collect  a  debt,  or  discharge  a  claim,  or  release  dam- 
age arising  from  anj'  default ;  simply  because  they  are  not  the  legal 
owners  of  the  propertj',  and  damage  done  to  such  property  is  not  an 
injurj'  to  them.  Their  rights  and  their  powers  are  limited  and  well 
pefined.  They  are  members  of  an  organized  bodj',  and  exercise  such 
powers  as  the  organization  of  the  institution  gives  them.  Stockholders 
in  banks  have  a  separate  right  to  dividends,  when  declared,  and  to  a 
distributive  share  of  the  capital  stock,  if  any  remains  when  the  charter 
of  the  bank  is  at  an  end,  and  its  debts  paid. 

3.  But  another  important  consideration  is,  that  the  injury  done  to 
the  capital  stock  by  wasting,  impairing,  and  diminishing  its  value,  is 
not,  in  the  first  instance,  nor  necessarily^-a  damageJo  the  stockholders. 
All  sums  which  could,  in  any  form,  be  recovered  on  that  ground, 
would  be  assets  of  the  corporation,  and  when  collected  and  received  by 
directors,  receivers,  or  any  other  persons  entitled  to  receive  the  same, 
they  would  be  held  in  trust,  first  to  redeem  the  bills  and  pay  the  debts 
of  the  bank  ;  and  it  would  be  only  after  these  debts  were  paid,  and  in 
case  any  surplus  shouldjemalaajhat  the  stockholders  would  be  entitled 
to  receive  any  thing.    It  is,  therefore,  an  indirect^jiojitiageirt  and  siib- 
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oniinate  interest,  which  each  stockholder  has,  in  damages  so  to  be 
recovered  against  directors.  If,  upon  such  indirect,  contingent,  and 
remote  interest,  individual  stockholders  could  recover  for  the  defaults 
of  directors,  and  especially,  as  is  alleged  in  this  case,  where  these 
defaults  have  been  so  great  as  to  sink  the  capital,  a  fortiori  would  the 
creditors  of  the  bank  individually  have  a  right  to  maintain  similar 
actions ;  because  their  claim  upon  the  funds,  being  prior  to  that  of 
stockholders,  would  be  somewhat  more  immediate  and  direct.  , 

In  the  same  connexion,  it  is  obvious  to  remark,  that  a  judgment  in  / 
favor  of  one  stockhold.er  would  be  no  bar  to  an  action  by  a  creditor,  I  / 
nor  a  judgment  by  both,  to  an  action  by  the  corporation. 

4.  But  it  is  said,  that  although  the  real  and  personal  estate,  the 
securities  and  capital  stock,  are,  in  legal  contemplation,  vested  in  the 
corporation,  yet  the  individual  has  a  separate  and  distinct  property 
and  interest  in  his  particular  shares,  by  any  injury  to  which  he  may 
have  a  separate  damage.  To  some  extent,  it  is  true  that  he  has  a  sev- 
eral  interest_ia--bia._8hares  ;  but  it  is  to  be  taken  with  some  qualifica- 
tions.  Strictly  speaking,  shares  in  a  bank  do  not  constitute  a  legal 
estate  and  property  ;  it  is  rather  a  limited  and  qualifled  right  which  the  \ 
stockholder  has  to  participate,  in  a  certain  proportion,  in  the  benefits  \ 
of  a  common  fund,  vested  in  a  corporation  for  the  common  use  ;  it  is  a 
qualified  and  equitable  interest,  a  valuable  interest,  manifested  usually 
by  a  certificate,  which  is  transferable.  To  the  extent  of  this  separate 
and  peculiar  interest,  a  stockholder,  no  doubt,  might  maintain  his 
separate  and  special  action,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  wrong  done 
to  him  in  respect  to  it ;  as  trover  or  trespass,  for  the  conversion  or 
tortious  taking  of  his  certificate ;  trespass  on  the  case  for  refusing  to 
make  a  transfer  on  a  proper  occasion ;  assumpsit  for  a  dividend  de- 
clared, and  the  like.  But  an  injury  done  to  the  stock  and  capital,  by 
negligence,  or  misfeasance,  is  not  an  injury  to  such  separate  interest, 
but  to  the  whole  body  of  stockholders  in  common.  It  is  like  the  case 
oTa^ordmon  nuisance,  where  one  who  suffers  a  special  damage,  pecu- 
liar to  himself,  and  distinguishable  in  kind  from  that  which  he  shares 
in  the  common  injury,  may  maintain  a  special  action.  Otherwise,  he 
cannot.  Co.  Lit.  56  a.  3  Steph.  N.  P.  2372.  Lansing  v.  Smith,  8 
Cow. 146. 

But  we  are  pressed  with  the  argument,  that  for  every  damage  which 
one^  sustains,  which  is  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  of  another  Jne-migh^ 
^  tiave~a  remedy,  inis  is  rar"7rom  being  universally  true.  Another 
maxim  iiTTEggTd  to  claims  for  damage  is,  cansa  proxima,  non  remota, 
spectatur.  Thousands  of  instances  occur,  in  which  one  sustains  conse- 
quential and  incidental  damage  from  the  misconduct  of  another,  with- 
out a  remedy  at  law.  By  the  misconduct  of  the  oflBcers  or  agents  of  a 
parish,  town,  county,  or  even  of  the  State  or  the  Union,  defalcations 
may  take  place,  treasure  be  squandered  and  wasted,  and  all  the  mem- 
bers of  the  respective  aggregate  bodies  suffer  damage,  for  which  the 
law,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  can  afford  no  direct  remedy.  But  the 
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true  answer  to  the  objection  is,  that  stockholders  have  a  remedy,  a 
theoretic  one  indeed,  and  perhaps  often  inadequate,  in  the  power  of 
the  corporation,  in  its  corporate  capacity,  to  obtain  redress  for  injuries 
done  to  the  common  property,  by  the  recovery  of  damages ;  and  each 
individual  stockholder  has  his  remedy,  through  the  powers  thus  vested 
~lnjEe^orporation,  for  the  common  benefit. 

On  the  whole,  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  demurrer  is  well 

taken,  and  that  the  action  cannot  be  maintained. 


CHAMBEES   v.   McKEE   &  BROTHERS. 

1898.     185  Pennsylvania,  105. 

Opinion  by  Mk.  Justice  Williams,  March  21,  1898  :  — 
McKee  &  Brothers  is  a  partnership  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
glass  tableware.  The  Chambers  &  McKee  Glass  Co.  is  a  corporation 
organized  under  the  act  of  1874  and  its  supplements,  for  the  manufac- 
ture of  window  glass.  The  manufacturing  plants  of  the  partnership 
and  the  corporation  are  in  close  proximity,  and  are  supplied  with 
natural  gas  as  a  fuel  from  wells  owned  and  operated  by  the  corpora- 
tion, under  an  agreement  that  the  expense  of  furnishing  the  natural 
gas  shall  be  shared,  as  near  as  may  be,  in  proportion  to  the  amount 
used  at  each  plant.  Mrs.  Chambers,  the  plaintiiT,  is  a  large  stock- 
holder in  the  Chambers  &  McKee  Glass  Co.,  but  has  no  interest  in 
the  partnership  of  McKee  &  Brothers. 

Operations  were  begun  in  both  factories  some  time  in  1889.  A  dif- 
ference of  opinion  arose  as  to  the  relative  proportions  of  the  expense 
of  the  natural  gas  used  and  to  be  paid  for  by  each.  This  difference 
was  submitted  to  two  competent  experts  for  decision,  who  were  to 
determine  what  sum  should  be  paid  by  McKee  &  Brothers  from  the 
commencement  of  operations  to  December  21,  1891.  If  unable  to 
agree  they  were  empowered  to  select  an  umpire  and  decide  by  a  ma- 
jority. They  entered  upon  an  examination  of  the  subject  and  sub- 
mitted a  report  without  selecting  an  umpire,  in  which  they  fixed  the 
amount  to  be  paid  by  McKee  &  Brothers  at  seventeen  and  seventy- 
two  one  hundredths  per  cent  of  the  entire  cost  of  the  natural  gas  for 
both  plants,  and  that  to  be  paid  by  the  Chambers  &  McKee  Glass  Co. 
at  eighty-two  and  twenty-eight  one  hundredths.  On  December  29, 
1891,  the  report  was  presented  to  the  board  of  directors,  and  on  the 
same  day  one  of  the  arbitrators  communicated  to  them  the  fact  that 
his  assent  to  the  award  had  been  given  under  the  influence  of  an  im- 
portant mistake  of  fact,  and  that  the  award  was  not  assented  to  by 
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him.  The  reference  to  the  arbitrators  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
inade  a  rule  of  court  or  to  have  been  drawn  under  any  statute  relat- 
ing to  arbitration,  but  to  have  been  made  by  the  parties  with  a  view 
to  securing  the  judgment  of  competent  persons  upon  the  quantity  of 
gas  used  by  each,  and  to  relieve  Mr.  H.  Sellers  McKee  from  the  very 
embarrassing  position  in  which  he  found  himself.  He  was  the  presi- 
dent and  a  large  stockholder  in  the  corporation.  He  was  also  thie 
largest  contributor  to  the  capital  of  the  partnership  of  McKee  &  Bro- 
thers. He  was  thus  the  head  of  the  creditor  corporation,  and  he  was 
personally,  as  a  member  ot  his~firm,  the' debtor.  VVilhuuL  fUrfEer 
meeting  of  the  arbitrators,  or  other  ett'ort  to  investigate  the  alleged 
mistake  asserted  by  one  of  them,  the  board  of  directors  of  the  corpora- 
tion, H.  Sellers  McKee  being  one  of  them,  decided  in  March,  1892,  to 
settle  with  McKee  Brothers  on  the  basis  of  the  discredited  award, 
and  this  was  accordingly  done.  Four  years  afterwards  Mrs.  Cham- 
bers served  the  notice  attached  to  her  bill  requiring  the  directors 
of  the  corporation  to  take  steps  to  compel  McKee  &  Brothers  to  pay 
to  the  corporation  the  money  it  owed  for  natural  gas  both  before  and 
after  such  settlement,  within  two  weeks  after  such  notice,  and  stating 
her  intention,  if  this  was  not  done,  to  proceed  on  her  own  behalf  as  a 
stockholder  to  compel  such  settlement.  This  bill  was  filed  pursuant 
to  the  notice  given  by  her.  Jt  is  against  the  p.nTpnrptinn  pf  which 
jhejs  a  stockholder,  and  the  partnership  which  she_allfigfig_to^bi_its 

^d^htor,  and  the  relief  asked  incliiaes  tlie"^king  of  an  account  of  the 
gas~usecl  by  McKee  &  l5rothers  from  the  wells  and  pipe-LLnp-s  of  the 
CEambers  &  McKee  Glass  Company,  and  the  payment  therefor  in  the 
proportion  which  the  amount  so  usedbear^  <•■"  ^^i'  whole  amount  con- 

^jsaSiaHJby  both  plants.  Is  she  entitledto  have  an  account  taken  of  the 
gas  consumed  by  McKee  &  Brothers  ?  We  do  not  think  the  award  is 
in  her  way.  We  fully  agree  with  the  learned  judge  of  the  court  below 
that  tfiemistake  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  parties  by  George  H. 
Browne,  one.  of  the  arbitrators,  soon  after  the  award  was  made,  and 
before  any  action  was  taken  upon  it  by  either  party,  was  of  such  a 
character  as  to  prevent  its  enforcement  at  law  or  in  equity,  ^s  the 
learned  judge  well  said,  "  It  was  not  a  mere  error  in  judgment  based 
upon  established  facts,  but  an  error  in  reference  to  the  facts  them- 
selves upon  which  his  judgment  was  based,  and  which  he  hastened  to 
correct  as  soon  as  he  became  aware  of  his  mistake  by  notifying  defend- 
ant company  to  that  effect." 

After  this  mistake  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  directors, 
and  the  fact  was  made  known  to  them  that  the  relative  proportion  of 
gas  consumed  by  McKee  &  Brothers  was,  so  far  at  least  as  Mr.  Browne 
was  concerned,  fixed  under  the  influence  of  this  mistake  at  much  less 
than  it  should  have  been,  it  was  no  longer  binding  upon  them.  But 
corporations  are_governed  and  their  business  is  directed  by  persons 
chosen  by  the  stookhoiaers  fur  LhaL  pufposei     Their  action  ligally 
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taken  is  the  action  of  the  corporation,  and  as  between  it  and  the  per- 
sons wi^jhom  it  rlpglg^  it.  is  hinHing  The  board  of  directors  of  tEe 
Chambei-s  &  McKee  Glass  Company,  with  full  notice  of  thi"mistake 
ot  i5rowne.  an3~against  thf  p^"<^pg<^  "f  "ne  or  more  of  its  members^re- 
solved  to  settle,^  niaim  of  tlip  pnT-pm-a.tinn  they  represented  on  the 
basis  ot  the  award.  The  amount  so  fixed  was  paid  by  McKee  &  Bro- 
thers,  and  received  by  the  corporation  in  full  settlement  of  the  demand 
which  had  been  considered  by  the  arbitrators.  If  this  was  done  in 
good  faith  by  the  board  of  directors  of  the  corporation,  every  stock- 
holder was  bound  by  it,  even  though_it_was  an  error  in  judgme^t_and 
resultfid  in  a  serious  Joss  to  the  corporation.  If  it  was  not  so  done, 
"but  was  collusive  and  f raudiilgnt,  it  is  not  conclusive,  but  may  be 
investigated,  and  upon  a  proper  showing  held  to  be  a  nullity,  and 
an  account  taken  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  true  amount  of 
gas  consumed  by  McKee  &  Brothers  and  the  actual  amount  of  their 
indebtedness  to  the  corporation  therefor.  The  real  question,  there- 
fore, on  which  tlie  plaintiff's  right  as  a  stockholder  to  an  account  de- 
pends, is  the  validity  of  the  action  of  her  agents,  the  board  of  direc- 
tors. They  have  settled  this  claim.  That  action  binds  the  stockholder 
unless  it  was  fraudulently  taken.  Jraud  is  not  presumed.  The  natu- 
ral presumption  is  in  favor  of  innocence  and  good  faith.  The  plain- 
tiff has  this  presumption  to  overcome  both  in  her  bill  and  by  her 
proofs,  and  until  she  presents  such  a  case  as  will  justify  a  finding 
that  the  conduct  of  the  board  of  directors  in  making  the  settlement 
with  McKee  &  Brothers  was  fraudulent,  and  in  bad  faith  toward  the 
corporation  represented  by  them,  she  has  no  title  to  the  relief  she 
seeks.  It  would  seem  from  the  evidence  before  us  that  the  settlement 
complained  of  was  not  an  advantagegus  one  to  the  corporation  or  its 
stockholders.  It  is  possible  thatpersonal  considerations  may  have 
influenced  the  result ;  but  stockholders  take  the  risk  of  the  business 
qualifications  and  business  judgment  of  those  whom  they  may  select 
as  directors,  and  as  a  general  rule  they  cannot  be  heard  .to>complain 
if  the  action  of  their  agents  is  not  the  most  discreet  and  the  most 
carefuljchat  could  have  been  taken,  ^ut  when  a  director  betrays  his 
trust  and  defrauds  those  whom  he  oughFio_gfir£fi-WTtii  fi'lplity,  every 
stockholder  has  a  ri^t  to  complain,  and  itis  the  duty  of  the  courts  to 
assist  in  relieving  against  the  p.nnspqnanppg  nf  such  frauds  whenever 
it  is  practicable.  The  learned  judge  who  heard  the  testimony  in  this 
case  reached  this  conclusion  from  it :  "  It  is  true  the  plaintiff  alleges 
that  this  was  done  (the  settlement  of  this  claim)  in  violation  and  fraud 
of  her  rights,  but  I  can  find  nothing  which  will  justify  me  in  coming  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  directors  acted  in  bad  faith  or  knowingly  or 
intentionally  disregarded  the  interests  of  the  stockholders  of  the  com- 
pany." In  the  absence  of  the  finding  of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the 
directors,  or  an  intentional  disregard  of  the  interests  of  the  corpora- 
tion confided  to  their  care,  the  only  ground  on  which  the  relief  sought 
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could  be  extended  was  absent,  and  there  was  nothing  left  for  the 
learned  judge  to  do  but  dismiss  the  plaintiff's  bill  without  prejudice 
to  her  right  to  proceed  in  any  proper  way  to  relieve  herself  from  the 
consequences  of  any  fraudulent  acts  of  her  agents,  the  directors  of  the 
Chambers  &  McKee  Glass  Company,  in  connection  with  the  settlement 
of  which  she  complains. 

We  are  not  disposed  to  allow  the  costs  in  this  case  to  follow  the  re- 
sult of  this  appeal,  but  will  modify  the  decree  appealed  from  by  im- 
posing one  third  of  the  costs  in  this  case  upon  the  plaintiff,  one  third 
upon  the  directors  of  the  Chambers  &  McKee  Glass  Co.,  as  individuals^ 
and  one  third  upon  McKee  &  Brothers. 

As  so  modified  the  decree  is  affirmed. 
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1843.     2frare,  461.1 

Bill  in  equity  by  Foas  and  Turton.  shareholders  in  a  corporation 
styled  the  Victoria  Park  Company,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other 
shareholders,  against  five  persons  who  had  been  directors,  and  also 
against  several  other  persons. 
The  case  stated  in  the  bill  was,  in  part,  as  follows : 
At  or  after  the  formation  of  the  company  was  agreed  upon,  an  arrange- 
ment was  fraudulently  concerted  between  certain  parties  (including  a 
majority  of  the  directors),  with  the  object  of  enabling  themselves  to 
derive  ajroflt  or  personal  benefit  from  the  establishment  of  the  company.. 
The  arrangement  was,  that  cefialn  Of  fBe  parties  should  be  appointed 
directors,  and  should  purchase  for  the  company  certain  lands  owned 
bj'  themselves  and  by  otherparties  to  the  combination,  at  greatly 
increaied^  and  exorbitant  prices!  The  directors,  aucordTngl3-,  before  the 
passing  of  the  act,  agreed  to  purchase  certain  lands  at  rents  or  prices 
greatl3'  exceeding  those  at  which  the  vendors  had  purchased  the  same. 
After  the  passing  of  the  act  of  incorporation,  the  directors  and  their 
confederates  proceeded  to  caiTy  into  execution  the  previously  formed 
design  of  fraudulently  profiting  by  the  establishment  of  the  companj' 
and  at  its  expense.  The  directors,  accordingly,  on  behalf  of  the  corapanj', 
purchased  from  themselves,  and  from  the  other  parties,  lands  charged 
with  chief  or  fee-farm  rents,  greatl3-  exceeding  the  rents  payable  to  the 
persons  from  whom  the  said  vendors  had  purchased  the  same.  'By 
these  means,  the  company  took  the  land,  charged  not  only  with  the  chief 

1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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rents  reserved  to  the  original  landowners,  but  also  with  additional  rents 
i-eserved  and  payable  to  the  immediate  vendors  (the  directors  et  als.). 
In  fnrther  pursuance  of  the  same  fraudulent  design,  the  directors,  after 
purchasing  the  said  land  for  the  company,  applied  about  27,000?.  of  the 
monies  in  their  hands,  belonging  to  the  company,  in  the  purchase  or 
redemption  of  the  rents  so  reserved  to  themselves  and  their  associates, 
leaving  the  land  subject  only  to  the  chief  rent  reserved  to  the  original  land- 
owners. The  lands  purchased  by  defendants  were  re-sold  by  them  to  the 
company  at  a  profit  and  at  a  price  considerably-  exceeding  the  real  value  of 
the  same.  Owing  to  the  sums  appropriated  by  the  directors  to  themselves, 
and  paid  to  others  in  reduction  of  the  increased  chief  rents,  and  payment  of 
such  rents,  and  owing  to  their  having  otherwise  misapplied  monies,  the 
funds  of  the  company  in  their  hands  were  exhausted,  and  thej'  raised  large 
sums  upon  mortgage  or  incumbrance  of  lands  and  property  of  the  com- 
panj',  which  they  had  no  authority  to  do  under  the  act  of  incorporation. 


Some  of  the  lands  thus  mortgaged,  though  TEe  equitable  property  of 
the  company,  did  not  stand  in  the  name  of  the  company ;  and  hence 
some  of  the  mortgagees  had  no  notice  of  want  of  authority  on  the  part 
of  the  mortgagors. 

The  bill  further  alleged,  that  there  had  ceased  to  be  a  sufficient 
iiumber  of  directors  to  constitute  a  board  for  transacting  the  business 
/of  the  company ;  and  that,  in  the  present  circumstances  of  the  com- 
/  pany  and  of  the  board  of  directors,  the  shareholders  had  no  power  to 
I  take  the  property  of  the  company  out  of  the  hands  of  the  former 
I  directors,  or  to  appoint  directors  to  supply  the  vacancies,  or  to  wind  up, 
(   or  dissolve,  the  company,  without  the  assistance  of  the  court. 

The  bill  also  alleged,  that  the  defendants  concealed  from  the  plaintiffs 
and  the  other  shareholders  the  aforesaid  fraudulent  and  improper  acts  and 
proceedings ;  and  that  plaintiffs  and  the  other  shareholders  had  only  re- 
cently ascertained  the  particulars  thereof,  so  far  as  they  were  now  stated. 

The  bill  prayed,  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  losses  and 
expenses  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  said  fraudulent  and  improper 
dealings  of  the  defendants  with  the  monies,  lands,  and  property  of  the 
company,  which  they  were  liable  to  make  good,  and  that  they  might  be 
respectively  decreed  to  make  good  the  same,  including  in  particular  the 
profits  made  by  buying  and  re-selling  the  said  land ;  that  it  might  be 
declared  that  the  mortgages  upon  the  lands,  etc.,  created  as  aforesaid, 
so  far  as  regards  the  defendants  who  executed  the  same  or  were  privy 
thereto,  were  created  fraudulently  and  in  violation  of  the  provisions 
of  the  act,  and  that  certain  of  the  defendants  might  be  decreed  to  make 
good  to  the  company  the  principal  and  interest  due  upon  such  of  the 
mortgages  as  were  still  subsisting  ;  that  inquiries  might  be  directed  to 
ascertain  which  of  the  mortgages  could  be  avoided  and  set  aside  as 
against  the  persons  claiming  the  benefit  thereof,  and  that  proceedings 
might  be  taken  for  avoiding  them  accordingly ;  and  that  a  receiver 
might  be  appointed. 
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Certain  of  the  defendants  demurred  to  the  bill,  assigning  for  cause, 
want  of  equity,  want  of  parties,  and  multifariousness. 

Lowndes,  Bolt,  Walker,  and  Olasse,  in  support  of  the  demurrers. 

James  Russell,  Houpell,  and  Bartrum,  for  the  bill. 

WiGRAM,  Vioe-Chancellor.  The  relief  which  the  bill  in  this  case 
seeks,  as  against  the  Defendants  who  have  demurred,  is  founded  on 
several  alleged  grounds  of  complaint ;  of  these  it  is  onl}'  necessary  that 
I  should  mention  two,  for  the  consideration  of  those  two  grounds 
involves  the  principle  upon  which  I  think  all  the  demurrers  must  be 
determined.  One  ground  is,  that  the  directors  of  the  Victoria  Park 
Company,  the  Defendants  Sarhottle,  Adshead,  Byrom,  and  Bealey, 
have,  in  their  character  of  directors,  purchased  their  own  lands  of  them- 
selves for  the  use  of  the  companj-,  and  have  paid  for  them,  or,  rather, 
taken  to  themselves  out  of  the  monies  of  the  companj'  a  price  exceeding 
the  value  of  such  lands  :  the  other  ground  is,  that  the  Defendants  have 
raised  money  in  a  manner  not  authorized  by  their  powers  under  their 
act  of  incorporation ;  and,  especially,  that  they  have  mortgaged  or 
incumbered  the  lands  and  property  of  the  company,  and  applied  the 
monies  thereby  raised  in  effect,  though  circuitously,  to  pay  the  price  of 
the  land  which  they  had  so  bought  of  themselves. 

[Part  of  opinion  omitted.] 

For  the  present  purpose,  I  shall  assume  that  a  case  is  stated,  entitling 
the  company,  as  matters  now  stand,  to  complain  of  the  transactions 
mentioned  in  the  bill. 

The  Victoria  Park  Company  is  an  incorporated  body,  and  the  conduct 
with  which  the  Defendants  are  charged  in  this  suit  is  an  injury  not  to 
the  Plaintiffs  exclusively ;  it  is  an  injury  to  the  whole  corporation  by 
individuals  whom  the  corporation  entrustea  with  powers  to  be  exercisid 
"~bniy  tor  the  good  of  the  corporatioiTT  And  from  the  case  of  the3^r- 
~'ney-  G-en&faly.  Wilson  ■^  (without  going  further),  it  may  be  stated  as 
undoubted  law,  that  a  bill  or  information  by  a  corporation  will  lie  to  be 
reheved  in  respect  of  injuries  which  the  corporation  has  suffered  at  the 
hands  of  persons  standing  in  the  situation  of  the  directors'  upon  this 
record.  This  bill,  however,  differs  from  that  in  the  Attorney- General 
v.  Wilson  in  this,  —  that  instead  of  the  corporation  being  formally 
represented  as  plaintiffs,  the  bill  in  this  case  is  brought  by  two  indi- 
vidual corporators,  professedly  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  the  other 
members  of  the  corporation,  except  those  who  committed  me  in'jiiries 
complained  Qif^ — the  plaintiffs  a6suming_Jo  triemaelvgajhhft^iorM^  and 
Ijower  m  that  manpfii-  to  sna  on  behalf^  and  represent  thecorporation 
itself.  ~^ "' 

It  was  not,  nor  could  it  successfully  be  argued,  that  it  was  a  matter  of 
course  for  any  individual  members  of  a  corporation  thus  to  assume  to 
themselves  the  right  of  suing  in  the  name  of  the  corporation.  In  law,  the 
corporation,  and  the  aggregate  members  of  the  corporation,  are  noTTITe 

same  <-hiri^Jri£rnrpO'"'"  ^'^^ff  jjiia;    and  tha  nnly  qnpat.inTrf.gn  lip^  ^Vipj^l^p,. 
'  1  Cr.  S^  Ph.  1 
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the  facts  alleged  in  this  case  justify  a  departure  from  the  rule  which  ^ 
prima  facie  would  require  that  the  corporation  should  sue  in  its  own 
name  and  in  its  corporate  character,  or  in  the  name  of  some  one  whom 
the  law  has  appointed  to  be  its  representative. 

The  demurrers  are,  —  first,  of  three  of  the  directors  of  the  companj-, 
who  are  also  alleged  to  have  sold  lands  to  the  corporation  under  the 
circumstances  charged ;  secondly',  of  Beaky,  also  a  director,  alleged  to 
have  made  himself  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  remedy 
the  alleged  injuries,  though  he  was  not  a  seller  of  land ;  tliirdly,  of 
Denison,  a  seller  of  land,  in  like  manner  alleged  to  be  implicated  in 
the  frauds  charged,  though  he  was  not  a  director ;  fourthly,  of  Mr. 
Bunting,  the  solicitor,  and  Mr.  Lane,  the  architect  of  the  company. 
These  gentlemen  are  neither  directors  nor  sellers  of  land,  but  all  the 
frauds  are  alleged  to  have  been  committed  with  their  privit3-,  and  they 
also  are  hi  this  manner  sought  to  be  implicated  in  them.  The  most 
convenient  course  will  be,  to  consider  the  demurrer  of  the  three  against 
whom  the  strongest  case  is  stated ;  and  the  consideration  of  that  case 
will  apply  to  the  whole. 

The  first  objection  taken  in  the  argument  for  the  Defendants  was, 
that  the. individual  members  of  the  corporation  cannot  in  an}'  case  sue 
in  the  form  in  which  this  bill  is  framed.  During  the  argument  I  inti- 
mated an  opinion,  to  which,  upon  further  consideration,  I  fully  adhere, 
that  the  rule  was  much  too  broadly  stated  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants. 
I  think  there  are  cases  in  which  a  suit  might  properly  be  so  framed. 
Corporations  like  this,  of  a  private  nature,  are  in  truth  little  more  thTn 
{private  partnerships ;  and  in  cases  which  may  easily  be  suggested,  it 
would  be  too  much  to  hold,  that  a  society  of  private  persons  associated 
together  in  undertakings,  which,  though  certainly  beneficial  to  thepublic, 
are  nevertheless  matters  of  private  propert}',  are  to  be  deprived  of  their 
civil  rights,  inter  se,  because,  in  order  to  make  their  common  objects 
more  attainable,  the  crown  or  the  legislature  may  have  conferred  upon 
them  the  benefit  of  a  corporate  character.  If  a  case  should,  arise  of 
injury  to  a  corporation  b^'  some  of  its  members,  for  which  no  adequate 
remedy  remained,  except  that  of  a  suit  bj'  individual  corporators  in 
their  private  characters,  and  asking  in  such  character  the  protection  of 
those  rights  to  which  in  their  corporate  character  they  were  entitled,  I 
cannot  but  think  that  the  principle  so  forcibly  laid  down  by  Lord  Ootteti- 
ham  in  Wallworth  v.  Holt,^  and  other  cases,  would  apply,  and  the 
claims  of  justice  would  be  found  superior  to  any  difficulties  arising  out 
of  technical  rules  respecting  the  mode  in  which  corporations  are 
required  to  sue. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  must  not  be  without  reasons  of  a  very 

urgent  character  that  established  rules  of  law  and  practice  are  to  be 

departed  from,  —  rules,  which,  though  in  a  sense  tpfi^i^inal'  are  founded 

on  general  principles  orjBsti5e~and  convenience ;  and  the  question  is, 

~wlietner  a  case  is  stibed  in  this  bittrentitlingthe  Plaintiffs  to  sue  in  their 

1  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  635.    See  also  17  Ves.  320,  per  Lord  Eldon. 
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private  characters.  [His  Honor  stated  the  substance  of  the  act,  sec- 
tions 1,  38,  39,  43,  46,  47,  48,  49,  67,  70,  114,  and  129.1]  The  result 
of  these  clauses  is,  that  the  directors  are  made  the  governing  bodj-, 
subject  to  the  superior  control  of  the  proprietors  assembled  in  general 
meetings ;  and,  as  I  understand  the  act,  the  proprietors  so  assembled 
have  power,  due  notice  being  given  of  the  purposes  of  the  meeting,  to 
originate  proceedings  for  anj-  purpose  within  the  scope  of  the  company's 
powers,  as  well  as  to  control  the  directors  in  any  acts  which  they  may 
have  originated.  There  ma3-  possiblj'  be  some  exceptions  to  this  pro- 
position, but  such  is  the  general  effect  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

Now,  that  my  opinion  upon  this  case  may  be  clearly  understood,  I 
will  consider  separately  the  two  principal  grounds  of  complaint  to  which 
I  have  adverted,  with  reference  to  a  very  marked  distinction  between 
them.  The  first  ground  of  complaint  is  one  which,  though  it  might 
priraS,  facie  entitle  the  corporation  to  rescind  the  transactions  com- 
plained of,  does  not  absolutely  and  of  necessity  fall  under  the  descrip- 
tion of  a  void  transaction.  The  corporation  might  elect  to  adopt  those 
transactions^jgd  hold  the  directOTS  bound  by  them.  In  other  words, 
tEeTransactions  admit  of  con^rmation  at  the.oBHQn-j&^  ittc  oorporatim^— 
'Tne ieciond  ground  of  complaint  may  stand  in  a  different  position;  I 
allude  to  the  gunlgagingin  a  manner  nnt^ant.horizp.d^by  the  powers  of 
the  aclf  This,  being  beyoilcTthe  powefsof  the  corporation,  may  admit 
of  no  confirmation  whilst  any  one  dissenting  vojc^  js  rq,ispfl  gcrginsti,'"t. 
This  distinction  is  found  in  the  case  of  Preston  v.  The  Grand  Collier 
Dock  Convpany? 

On  the  first  point,  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  the  clauses  of  the 
act  to  shew,  that,  whilst  the  supreme  governing  bodj',  the  proprietors  at 
a  special  general  meeting  assembled,  retain  the  power  of  .exercising  the 
functions  conferred  upon  them  by  the  act  of  incorporation,  it  cannot  be 
competent  to  individual  corporators  to  sue  in  the  manner  proposed  by 
the  Plaintifl's  on  the  present  record.  This  in  effect  purports  to  be  a  suit 
by  cestui  que  trusts,  complaining  of  a  fraud  committed  or  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  by  persons  in  a  fiduciary  character.  The  com- 
plaint is,  that  those  trustees  have  sold  lands  to  themselves,  ostensibly 
for  the  benefit  of  the  cestui  que  trusts.  The  proposition  I  have 
advanced  is,  that  although  the  act  should  prove  to  be  voidable,  the 
cestui  que  trusts  may  elect  to  confirm  it.  Now,  who  are  the  cestui  que 
trusts  in  this  case?  The  corporation,  in  a  sense,  is  undoubtedly-  the  I 
cestui  que  trust ;  but  the  majoritj'  of  the  proprietors  at  a  special  general 
meeting  assembled,  independently  of  any  general  rules  of  law  upon  the 
subject,  by  the  very  terms  of  the  incorporation  in  the  present  case,  has 
power  to  bind  the  whole  body,  and  every  individual  corporator  must  be 
taken  to  have  come  into  the  corporation  upon  the  terms  of  being  liable 
to  be  so  bound.  How  then  can  this  Court  act  in  a  suit  constituted  as 
this  Is,  if  it  is  to  be  assumed,  for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  that  the 

1  Supra,  p.  484,  u.,  et  seq.  2  n  Sim.  327,  S.  C. ;  2  Railway  Cases.  835. 
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powers  of  the  body  of  the  proprietors  are  still  in  existence,  and  ma;y 
lawfully  be  exercised  for  a  purpose  like  that  I  have  suggested  ?  Whilst 
the  Court  may  be  declaring  the  acts  complained  of  to  be  void  at  the 
suit  of  the  present  Plaintiffs,  who  in  fact  maj'  be  the  only  proprietors  who 
disapprove  of  them,  the  governing  body  of  proprietors  may  defeat  the 
Heovgfi  by  lawfully  resolving  npon  the  confirmation  of  theTefy~SICt3 
which  are_tlie_siTbjep.t  of_the  suit.  The  verj-  fact  that  the  governing 
body  of  proprietors  assembled  at  the  special  general  meeting  may  SQjjind 
even  a  Muctant  minority,  is  decisive  to  shew  that  the  frame  of  this 
suit  cannot  be  sustained~whilst  that  body  retains  its  functions.  In  order 
then  that  this  suit  may  be  sustained,  it  must  be  shewn  either  that  there 
iarmsiirji  power  as  I  havp  aiippnapd  remaining  in  the  proprietors,  or,  at 
least,  that  all  means  have  been  resorted  to  «nr{  fnnnri  jnpffpctual  to  set 
that  body  iumotion  :  this  latter  point  is  nowhere  suggested  in  the  bin": 
there  is  no  suggestion  that  an  attempt  has  been  made  by  any  proprietor 
to  set  the  body  of  proprietors  in  motion,  or  to  procure  a  meeti^gto  be 
convened  for  the  purpose  of  revoking  the  acts  complained  of.  The 
question  tlieirib,  wheltTei^Tniibill  is  so  framed  as  of  necessity  to  exclude 
the  supposition  that  the  supreme  bodj'  of  proprietors  is  now  in  a  condi- 
tion to  confirm  the  transactions  in  question  ;  or,  if  those  transactions 
are  to  be  impeached  in  a  court  of  justice,  whether  the  proprietors  have 
not  power  to  set  the  corporation  in  motion  for  the  purpose  of  vindicating 
its  own  rights. 

[The  learned  judge  then  controverted  the  plaintiff's  position  that, 
upon  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  it  must  be  regarded  as  impossible  to 
now  legally  convene  a  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders.  He  was  of 
opinion  that  certain  clauses  in  the  act  were  merelj'  directory,  and  that 
a  general  meeting  could  be  called.£yeft-if  the  corpOTation Jacked  certain 
^"^cers.  He  also  held,  "that  the  existence  of  a  board  of  directors  dt 
facto  ia^ufiScientlv  apparent  upon  the  statements  in  the  bill."  In  this  dis- 
cussion he  said  —  "I  haye  applied  strictly  the  rule  of  making  every  in- 
tendjpftnt  agftinst  the  pleadprin  thiB-pnH",  .  .  . :  "  also  —  "  .  . .  I  have  felt 
bound  in  favor  of  the  defendants  to.';;nnstru°  this  "^iH  with  strictness."] 
The  second  point  which  relates  to  the  charges  and  incumbrances 
alleged  to  have  been  illegally  made  on  the  property  of  the  company  is 
open  to  the  reasoning  which  I  have  applied  to  the  first  point,  upon  the 
question  whether,  in  the  present  case,  individual  members  are  at  liberty 
to  complain  in  the  form  adopted  by  this  bill ;  for  why  should  this 
anomalous  form  of  suit  be  i-esorted  to,  -il  the  powers-ofJiliejiorporation 
may_be__callfid— into  oxoroiac?  But  this  part  of  the  case  is  of  greater 
difficulty  upon  the  merits.  I  follow,  with  entire  assent,  the  opinion 
expressed  by  the  Vice  Chancellor  in  Preston  v.  The  Grand  Collier  Docfe 
Company,  that,  if  a  transaction  be  void,  and  not  merely  voidable,  the 
corporation  cannot  confirm  it,  so  as  to  bind  a  dissenting  minority  of  its 
members.  But  that  will  not  dispose  of  this  question.  The  case  made 
with  regard  to  these  mortgages  or  incumbrances  is,  that  they  were  exe- 
cuted in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  act.    The  mo£tgage£S_are  not 


zj  u 


GROEL  V.   UNITED  ELECTRIC   COMPANY,  497 

defendants  to  the  bill,  nor  does  the  bill  seek  to  avoid  the  securitj-  itself, 
if  it  could  be  avoided,  on  which  I  give  no  opinion.  The  bill  praj'S 
inquiries  with  a  view  to  proceedings  being  taken  aliunde  to  set  aside 
these  transactions  against  the  mortgagees.  The  object  of  this  bill 
against  the  defendants  is  to  make  them  individuall3'  and  personally 
responsible  to  the  extent  of  the  injury  alleged  to  have  been  received  bj' 
the  corporation  from  the  making  of  the  mortgages.  Wiiatever  the  case 
might  be,  if  the  object  of  the  suit  was  to  rescind  these  transactions, 
and  the  allegations  in  the  bill  shewed  that  justice  could  not  be  done  to 
the  shareholders  without  allowing  two  to  sue  on  behalf  of  themselves 
and  others,  verj'  different  considerations  arise  in  a  case  like  the  present, 
in  which  th^  consequences  only  of  the  alleged  illegal  acts  are  sought  to 
be  visited  personally  upon  the  directors.  The  money  forming  the  con~ 
sidcration  for  the  mortgages  was  received,  and  was  expended  iii^or 
partlvin^the  transactions  which  are  the  subiect  of  <1ip.  first  ^rcmnA~c? 
complaint  Upon  this,  one  question  appears  to  me  to  be,  whether  the 
company  could  confirm  the  former  transactions,  take  the  benefit  of  the 
money  that  has  been  raised,  and  vet,  as  against  the  directors  personally, 
complain  of  the  acts  which  they  ha""  dP"''i  ^y  mpgna  wl^prpof  the  com- 
pany  obtains  that  benefit,  wtijtOi  r  gnppr^aa  to  hav^  been  admitted   and 

n.flr»pt;pH  "hy   aiinh  nnnfirnfiatinn.      I   think   it  WOuId    not  be   open   to   the 

company  to  do  this ;  and  my  opinion  already  expressed  on  the  first 
point  is,  that  the  transactions  which  constitute  the  first  ground  of  com- 
plaint may  possibly  be  beneficial  to  the  company,  and  maj-  be  so 
regarded  by  the  proprietors,  and  admit  of  confirmation.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  question,  —  the  question  of  confirmation  or  avoidance, 
—  cannot  properly  be  litigated  upon  ibis  recara,  regard  being  had  to 
the  existing  state  and  powers  oi  the  corporation,  and  that  therefore 
that  part  ot  the  bill  which  seeks  to  visit  the  directors  personally  with 
the  consequences  of  the  impeached  mortgages  and  charges,  thebenefit 
of  which  the  company  enjoys,  is  in  tlie  same  predicament  as  that  which 
relates  to  f,|m  other  subjects  of  complaint.  Both  questions  stand  on  the 
same  ground,  and,  for  the  reasons  which  1  stated  in  considering  the 
former  point  these  demurrers  must  be  allowed. 
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Gaeeison,  V.  C.  From  the  above  statement  of  the  contents  of  the 
pleadings,  it  will  appear  that  the  following  excerpts  from  the  brief  of 
counsel  for  the  defendants  correctly  define  the  issue :  — 

"  The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  to  compel  the  United  Gas  Itnprove- 
ment  Company  to  account  to  the  United  Electric  Company  of  New  Jer- 
sey for  the  profits  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the  gas  company  secretly 
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in  the  promotion  of  the  electric  company.  The  gas  company  and  the 
electric  company  are  named  in  the  bill  as  defendants,  but  it  is  obvi- 
ous that  the  gas  company  is  the  only  defendant  against  which  a  decree 
can  be  made.  The  electric  company  was  made  a  party  as  required  by 
the  practice  in  cases  where  a  stocEholdpi-  if  ppi-'Tiitted  to  bring  sufTto 
^force  a  claim  which  the  company  should  have  prosecutedjyoluii- 
tarj^r 


"  The  electric  coinpany  filed  the  plea  for  the  reasons  stated  therein, 
and  in  the  schedules  thereto  annexed,  and  insists  that  as  it  thinks  the 
bringing  of  such  a  suit  is  inexpedient,  all  things  considered,  it  has, a 
right  to  prohibit  any  stockholder  from  doing  so  who  differs  with  the 
judgment  of  its  board  of  directors  on  that  subject." 

A  stockholder  sets  up  that  approximately  $20,000,000  of  stock  as  a 
secret  profit  wa^made  by  the  promoter  out  of_the__incorporation  of 
the  cpmpanTg_of  which'he  is  a  stockholder.  Hesues  the  promoter  and 
]oins  his  corporation,  which  has  refused  to  bring  the  suit,  to  recover 
the  $20,000,000  of  stock.  His  corporation  responds  that  it  deems  it 
inexpedient  to  bring  the  suit.  The  single  point  is  whether  a  board  of 
directors  may  prohibit  a  stockholder  fromlJiinjj-iuK  ci"5uit  in  behalf  of 
the  corporation  "To  recover  iHOn^s^secretly  m3.dfl_hy  q,  pTrimnfoTj^iyh 
of  the  incor£oration  oFthe^ompaay^I^Ti  the  -judgment  of  th^Jjoard, 
itjsinexpedient  to  briiTg"su^Lj,.aiLit. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  promoters  are  liable  to  the  corporar 
tion  for  profits  secretly  made  by  them  in  its  promotion,  and  that  such 
liability  arises  m  cases  where  future  allottees  of  stock  are  con- 
cerned. 

'  There  can  be  likewise  no  question  that  where  the  corporation  re- 
fuses to  bring  a  suit  stockholders  may  sue  in  its  behalf,  joining  it  as 
a  defendant. 

It  is  true  that  courts  JwiU-natjnterfere,  as  a  rule,  with  the  manage- 
ment of  corporations  by  the  directors  thereof  when  they  are  acting 
within  their  pqwersand  in  good  faith.  But  whether  the  directors 
are  acting  in^ood  faith'and  as  honest,  diligent  trugtees,  or  not,  will 
be  inauired-iDt64q£!^e  courts  at^he  insMSce  ofstockholders  in  cases 
like  the  present.  '  - 

"  A  stockholder  has  no  standing  in  the  court  to  prosecute  such  an 
action  except  on  the  refusal  of  the  directors,  either  actual  or  presump- 
tive,  to  prosecute.  But  such  refusal  of  the  directors  to  prosecute  must 
he  an  unjustifiable  refusal."  Willoughby  v.  Chicago  Junction  Rail- 
ways Co.,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  (5  Dick.)  at  p.  667  (Vice-Chancellor  Green, 
1892). 

In  the  case  of  Kessler  v.  Ensley  Company,  129  Fed.  Rep.  397  (at 
p.  400),  the  court  said  :  "  Of  necessity,  then,  the  governing  body,  in 
every  intra  vires  matter,  has  a  discretion  to  determine  what  action  to 
take  on.  the  stockholder's  request  to  sue,  and  when  the  stockholder 
comes  into  court  the  first  question  it  must  determine  is  whether  that 
discretion  has  been  properly  or  improperlj  exercised." 
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The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  reviewed  the  previous  de- 
cisions concerning  this  matter,  and  announced  the  true  rule  in  the  case 
of  Corbus  V.  Alaska  Treadwell  Gold  Mining  Co.,  187  U.  S.  455 ;  47  L. 
Ed.  256:  — 

"  This  court  will  examine  the  bill  in  its  entirety  and  determine 
whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  has  made  such  a 
showing  of  wrong  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  or  its  ofB.cers  and 
injury  to  himself  as  will  justify  the  suit."  And  it  likewise  quoted 
with  approval  the  following  language :  "-The  circumstances  of  each 
case  must  determiTia  thfi  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  give  the 
relief  sought." 

Viewing  this  case  in  the  light  of  the  principles  which  must  be  ap- 
plied to  it,  and  of  the  authorities  which  have  been  quoted,  can  it  be 
said  that  the  directors  have  shown  justification  for  refusing  to  bring 
a  suit  to  recover  approximately  $20,000,000  of  stock  improperly  ob- 
tained by  a  promoter  ?  , 

Would  it  not  clearly  be  held  by  any  court  to  be  a  breach  of  trust   // 
for  directors  to  neglect  or  refuse  to  recover,  or  seek  to  recover,  such  // 
an  amount  of  stock  improperly  obtained  from  it  by  a  promoter  ? 

It  is  perfectly  clear  that  if  the  complainant  sets  forth  a  good  cause 
of  action,  and  there  is  a  right  in  the  corporation  to  recover  $20,000,000  1/ 
of  stock  from  the  promoter,  it  is  a  clear  breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  / 
the  directors  not  to  proceed  to  recover  the  same.  ' 

For  them  to  reply  that  it  is  by  them  deemed  inexpedient  to  do  so, 
is  only  to  emphasize  the  breach  of  trust  they  are  committing  by  not 
doing  so. 

I  am  aware  that  counsel  for  the  defendant  argues  that  their  unwill- 
ingness to  bring  the  suit,  and  that  which  in  their  judgment  makes  it 
inexpedient  to  bring  the  suit,  proceeds  from  their  view  that  the  suit 
cannot  succeed.  I  think  I  have  suflSciently  expressed  my  idea  that 
this  issue  is  not  present  before  me  for  determination.  If,  on  the  face 
of  the  bill,  it  appears  that  the  complainant  cannot  succeed,  then  de- 
_murrer  is  the  proper  remedy.  If  the  bill,  however,  does  set  up  a 
good  cause  of  action,  then,  as  I  have  already  pointed  out,  the  plea 
does  not  set  up  any  other  facts  excepting  the  passage  by  the  directors 
of  a  resolution  refusing  to  bring  the  suit  because  in  their  judgment 
'  inexpedient. 

There  was  much  argument  before  me  upon  issues  which  I  do  not 
find  in  the  case,  the  defendant  contending  that  it  had  sufficiently 
shown  that  the  suit  ought  not  to  be  brought  because  it  could  not  be 
successful,  and  the  complainant  replying  that  the  statements  in  the 
report  of  the  committee,  as  incorporated  into  the  plea,  show  clearly 
that  there  is  a  cause  of  action,  and  that  the  defendant  has  not,  on  the 
merits,  shown  any  reason  why  the  suit  should  not  be  brought.  I  do 
not  stop  to  consider  these  questions  for  the  reasons  given.  I  find 
tbat^the  nnTnpla.ina.nt  .seta  out  a.  p.a.iiap  nf  anb'nn,  an.^  i;}\^\,  fVif.  f^efpud- 
ant  replies  by  plea  that  it  deems  it  inexpedieni-to-4>ring  a  suiL  ior 
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this  cause  of  action,  and  that  the  complainant,  its  stockholder,  is 
ff^ecluded  by  reason  nf  this  fa,pt, 

//Ifindlhat  the  principle  tn  hw  a.pplipfl  is  t.hat  the  stockholder  may 
arr°^'  t"  thp  disfnytigrufif  ths  nn^Tri-.  in  t'his  respect)  flinrl  npon  nnn-^ 
j^idenng  the  whoIe"case.  I JD  ^"^  fTiinV  it.  appoarg  fti-^t  th"  f^pfRniiailt_ 
^g_jastilied  in  refusing  tf>  hring  tliP  a^^^t^  ■arU-^y  f\if^  resnlt  thatjbhe 
complainant  may  proceed,  and  the  plea  nrmst  hn  oyprrulnrli 
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Appeal  from  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Ohio. 

This  is  a  suit  in  equity  by  John  M.  Woolsey.  to  enjoin  the  collection 
of  a  tax,  assessed  by  the  State  of  Ohio,  on  the  Commercial  Branch 
\gank  of  Cleveland,  a  branch  of  the  State  Bank  of  Ohio.  The  de- 
fendants are  Dodge,  the  tax  collector,  the  directors  of  the  bank,  and 
the  bank  itself. 

Woolsey  avers  that  he  is  a  citizen  of  Connecticut,  that  he  is  the 
owner  of  thirty  shares  in  the  Branch  Bank  of  Cleveland,  that  Dodge 
and  the  other  defendants  are  all  citizens  of  Ohio,  and  that  the  Com- 
mercial Branch  Bank  is  a  corporation,  made  such  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature  of  Ohio.  He  alleges  that,  by  the  act  of  incorporation,  the 
Bank  was  to  paj'  semiannually'  to  the  State  a  certain  percentage  on  its 
profits,  which  was  to  be  in  lieu  of  all  taxes  to  which  the  corporation,  oi 
the  stockholders  on  account  of  their  stock,  would  otherwise  be  subject. 
He  further  alleges  that  subsequent  changes  were  made  by  the  constitu- 
tion and  statutes  of  Ohio,  undertaking  to  tax  the  Bank  at  a  different 
and  more  burdensome  rate.  He  asks  the  Court  to  enjoin  Dodge  from 
collecting  by  distress  a  tax  which  has  been  assessed  against  the  Bank 
under  this  law  ;  contending  that  the  subsequent  statute  and  assessment 
are  in  violation  of  the  clause  in  the  U.  S.  Constitution,  which  prohibits 
States  from  passing  laws  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts. ,^He 
I  ^pally_declares  that,  as  a  stockholder  of  the  Bank,  he  had  requested 
the  directors  to  take  measures,  by  a"i*'  "^  ptibprwiap.  to  assert  the 
fi^chises  of  the  Bank  against  the  collection  of  what  he  believes  to  be 
_an  unTDnstltutional  tax,  and  that  they  had  reftiRed  to  do  s^o. 

Dodge  filed  an  answer,  in  which  he  denied  that  Woolsey  had  made 
any  application  to  the  directors  to  prevent  the  collection  of  the  tax. 
But  it  was  agreed  by  the  counsel  that  such  an  application  had  been 

'  Statement  abridged.  Only  so  much  of  the  case  is  given  as  relates  to  one  point 
—  Ed. 
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made ;  and  ttiat  the  directors  replied  that,  Jhougti  concurring  in  the 
view  that  the  tax  was  illegal,  3^et,  in  consideration  of  the  many  obstacles 
Jn  the  way  of  testing  the  law  in  the  Courts  of  the  State,  they  could  not 
consent  to  take  the  action  which  they  were  asked  to  take. 

/Spaiding  and  I'ugh,  for  appellant. 

Stanberry  and  Vinton,  for  appellee. 

Wayne,  J.     [After  stating  the  case]. 

Upon  the  foregoing  pleadings  and  admission,  the  circuit  court  ren- 
dered a  final  decree  for  the  complainant,  perpetually  enjoining  the 
treasurer  against  the  collection  of  the  tax,  under  the  act  of  the  13th 
Febrnar^v,  1852,  and  subjecting  the  defendant,  Dodge,  to  the  pa3'ment 
of  the  costs  of  the  suit.  From  that  decision  the  defendant,  Dodge,  has 
appealed  to  this  court. 

His  counsel  have  relied  upon  the  following  points  to  sustain  the 
appeal : 

1.  The  complainant  does  not  show  himself  to  be  entitled  to  relief  in 
a  court  of  chancery,  because  the  charter  of  the  bank  provides  that  its 
affairs  shall  be  managed  bj'  a  board  of  directors,  and  that  they  are  not 
amenable  to  the  stockholders  for  an  error  of  judgment  merely.  And 
that  in  order  to  make  them  so,  it  should  have  been  averred  that  they 
were  in  collusion  with  the  tax  collector  in  their  refusal  to  take  legal 
steps  to  test  the  validity  of  the  tax. 

2.  It  was  urged  that  this  suit  had  been  improperly  brought  in  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Ohio,  because  it  is 
a  contrivance  to  create  a  jurisdiction,  where  none  fairly  exists,  b^-  sub- 
stituting an  individual  stockholder  in  place  of  the  Commercial  Bank 
as  complainant,  and  making  the  directors  defendants ;  the  stockholder 
being  made  complainant,  because  he  is  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Con- 
necticut, and  the  directors  being  made  defendants  to  give  countenance 
to  his  suit. 

3.  It  was  said,  if  the  foregoing  points  were  not  available  to  defeat 
the  action,  that  it  might  be  contended  that  the  defendant  was  in  the 
discharge  of  his  official  duty  when  interrupted  by  the  mandate  of  the 
circuit  court,  and  that  the  tax  had  been  properlj'  assessed  by  the  law  of 
the  State,  in  conformity  with  its  constitution,  of  the  1st  September, 
1851. 

We  will  consider  the  points  in  their  order.  The  first  comprehends 
two  propositions,  namely :  that  courts  of  equity  have  no  jurisdiction 
over  corporations,  as  such,  at  the  suit  of  a  stockholder  for  violations  of 
charters,  and  none  for  the  Errors  of  judgment  of  those  who  manage 
their  business  ordinarilj'. 

There  has  been  a  conflict  of  judicial  authority  in  both.  Still,  it  has 
been  found  necessary,  for  prevention  of  injuries  for  which  common-law 
courts  were  inadequate,  to  entertain  in  equity  such  a  jurisdiction  in  the 
progressive  development  of  the  powers  and  effects  of  private  corpora- 
tions upon  all  the  business  and  interests  of  society. 

It  is  now  no  longer  doabted,  either  in  England  or  the  United  States, 
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that  courts  of  equity,  in  both,  have  a  ^inrisdiction  over  corporatioris,  at 
the  instance  of  one  or  more  of  their  members ;  to  apply  preventive 
remedies  by  injunction,  to  restrain  those  who  administer  them  from 
doing  acts  which  would  amount  to  a  violation  of  charters,  or  to  prevent 
any  misapplication  of  their  capitals  or  profits,  which  might  result  in 
lessening  the  dividends  of  stockholders,  or  the  value  of  their  shares,  as 
either  maj'  be  protected  by  the  franchises  of  a  corporation,  if  the  acts 
intended  to  be  done  create  what  is  in  the  law  denominated  a  breach  of 
trust.  And  the  jurisdiction  extends  to  inquire  into,  and  to  enjoin,  as 
the  case  may  require  that  to  be  done,  anj'  proceedings  hy  individuals, 
in  whatever  character  thej-  maj-  profess  to  act,  if  the  subject  of  com- 
plaint is  an  imputed  violation  of  a  corporate  franchise,  or  the  denial  of 
a  right  growing  out  of  it,  for  which  there  is  not  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law.  2  Russ.  &  Mj-lne  Ch.  R.,  Cunliffe  v.  Manchester  and  Bolton 
Canal  Companj',  480,  n. ;  Ware  v.  Grand  Junction  Water  Compan3-,  2 
Russ.  &  M3-lne,  470  ;  Bagshaw  v.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Companj^, 
7  Hare  Ch.  R.  114 ;  Angell  &  Ames,  4th  ed.  424,  and  the  other  cases 
there  cited. 

It  was  ruled  in  the  case  of  Cunliffe  v.  The  Manchester  and  Bolton 
Canal  Company,  2  Russ.  &  Mylne  Ch.  R.  481,  that  where  the  legal 
remedy  against  a  corporation  is  inadequate,  a  court  of  equity  will 
interfere,  and  that  there  were  cases  in  which  a  bill  in  equit}'  will  lie 
against  a  corporation  by  one  of  its  members.  "It  is  a  breach  of 
trust  towards  a  shareholder  in  a  joint  stock  incorporated  company, 
established  for  certain  definite  purposes  prescribed  hy  its  charter, 
if  the  funds  or  credit  of  the  company  are,  without  his  consent,  diverted 
from  "suES"  purpose,  though  the  misapplication  be  sanctioned  by  the 
votes  of  a  majoritj- ;  and,  therefore,  he  maj-  file  a  bill  in  equity  against 
the  company  in  his  own  behalf  to  restrain  the  company  by  injunction 
JVU  from  any  such  diversion  or  misapplication."     In  the  case  of  Ware  v. 

Grand  Junction  Water  Company,  2  Russell  &  Mylne,  a  bill  filed  by  a 
member  of  the  company  against  it.  Lord  Brougham  said  :  "Jt  is  said 
this  is  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  do  acts  which  thej'  are 
not  empowered  to  do  by  the  acts  of  parliament,"  meaning  the  charter  of 
~\  thecompanj';  "so  far  I  restrain  them  b}- injunction."  "Indeed,  an 
-V-"  investment  in  the  stock  of  a  corporation  must,  by  every  one,  be  con- 
sidered a  wild  speculation,  if  it  exposed  the  owners  of  the  stock  to  all  . 
sorts  of  risk  in  support  of  plausible  projects  not  set  forth  and  au- 
thorized by  the  act  of  incorporation,  and  which  may  possibly  lead 
to  extraordinary  losses."  The  same  jurisdiction  was  invoked  and 
applied  in  the  case  of  Bagshaw  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Com- 
pany;  so,  also,  in  Coleman  ».  The  same  company,  10  Beavan's  Ch. 
Reports,  1.  It  appeared  in  that  case  that  the  directors  of  the  com- 
pany, for  the  purpose  of  increasing  their  traffic,  proposed  to  guarantee 
certain  profits,  and  to  secure  the  capital  of  an  intended  steam  packet 
company,  which  was  to  act  in  connection  with  the  railwaj'.  It  was 
held,  such  a  transaction  was  not  within  the  scope  of  their  powers,  and 
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they  were  restrained  bj'  injunction.  And  in  the  second  place,  that  in 
such  a  case  one  of  the  shareholders  in  the  railway  company  was  entitled 
to  sue  in  behalf  of  himself  and  all  the  other  shareholders,  except  the 
directors,  who  were  defendants,  although  some  of  the  shareholders  had 
taken  shares  in  the  steam  packet  company.  It  was  contended  in  this 
case  that  the  corporation  might  pledge,  without  limit,  the  funds  of  the 
company  for  the  encouragement  of  other  transactions,  however  various 
and  extensive,  provided  the  object  of  that  liability  was  to  increase  the 
traffic  upon  the  railway,  and  thereby  increase  the  traffic  to  the  share- 
holders. But  the  master  of  the  rolls,  Lord  Langdale,  said,  "  there  was 
no  authority  for  anything  of  that  kind." 

But  further,  it  is  not  only  illegal  for  a  corporation  to  apply  its  capital 
to  objects  not  contemplated  by  its  charter,  but  also  to  apply  its  profits. 
And  therefore  a  shareholder  may  maintain  a  bill  lU  fequity  againsrme 
directors  and  compel  the  company  to  refund  any  of  the  profits  thus 
improperly  applied.  It  is  an  improper  application  for  a  railway  com- 
pany to  invest  the  profits  of  the  company  in  the  purchase  of  shares  in 
another  company. 

The  result  of  the  cases  is  well  stated  in  Angell  &  Ames,  paragraphs 
391,  393.  "  In  cases  where  the  legal  remedy  against  a  corporation  is 
inadequate,  a  court  of  equity  will  interfere,  is  well  settled,  and  there 
"Sre  cases  in  which  a  bill  in  equity  will  lie  against  a  corporation  by  one 
of  its  members."  "  Though  the  result  of  the  authorities  clearly  is,  that 
in  a  corporation,  when  acting  within  the  scope  of  and  in  obedience  to 
the  provisions  of  its  constitution,  the  will  of  the  majority,  duly  ex- 
pressed at  a  legally  constituted  meeting,  must  govern ;  vet  beyon^  the 
limits  of  the  act  of  incorporation,  the  will  of  the  majority  cannpt  maEe 
an  act  valid ;  and  tlie  powers  ot  a  court  of  equity  may  be  put  in  motion 
at""ffie  iHStance  of  a  single  shareholder,  if  he  can  show  that  the  cor- 
poration are  employing  their  statutory  powers  for  the  accomplishment 
of  purposes  not  within  the  scope  of  their  institution.  Yet  it  is  to  be 
observed,  that  there  is  an  important  distinction  between  this  class  of 
"e!as:^Sa"nrdse  in  which  there  is  no  breach  of  ^'■nRlii  *^"*--aitLY  errni^aiTd^ 
piisa.Ewrehension,  or  simple  negligence  on  tiie  part  of  the  directors,", .  .  . 

Wehave'tK«rt"Ee  Ttflraiin~its'  limitation.  It  is  contended  that  this 
case  is  within  the  limitation ;  or  that  the  directors  of  the  Commercial 
Bank  of  Cleveland,  in  their  action  in  respect  to  the  tax  assessed  upon 
it,  under  the  act  of  April  18,  1852,  and  in  their  refusal  to  take  proper 
measures  for  testing  its  validity,  have  committed  an  "  error  of  judg- 
ment merely." 

Now,  in  our  view,  the  refusal  upon  the  part  of  the  directors,  by  their 
own  showing,  partakes  more  of  disregard  of  duty,  than  of  an  error  of 
judgment.  It  was  a  nOTi-pertormMceoi  a  dtiRISssed  official  obligation, 
amounting  to  wh3"the  law  considers  a  breach  oFtn^.'IffiQ^pLjEhiay 
not  in  vul*'e  I'nLeuLional  mo^aijjllte^ps^^    It  was  a  mistake,  it  is  true, 
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of  what  their  duty  reg^uired  from  them,  according  to  their  own  sense  of 
it,  but,  being  a  duty  By  their  own  confession,  their  refusal  was  an  act 
outside  of  the  obligation  which  the"chafter  imposed  upon  them  to  pro- 
tect what  they  conscientiously  believed  to  be  the  franchises  of  the  bank. 
A  sense  of  duty  ajid  conduct  contrary  to  it,  is  not  "an  error  of  jjidg- 
ifient  mefelyT'and  cannot  be  so  called  in~ahy"case.  IT'^nountedto 
anTTTe^Ta^pli cation  of'th'e-pTOfits  3ue  to  the  stockh^3gi£6f  fhe-bank, 
into  which  a  courtofli'quity  "wrltiuquire  to  prevent  its  being  made. 

Thinking,  as  we  do,  that  the  action  of  the  board" of  directors  was  not 
"an  error  of  judgment  merely,"  but  a  breach  of  duty,  it  is  our  opinion 
that  they  were  properly  made  parties  ,to  the  bill,  and  that  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  court  ofequity  reaches  such  a  case  to  give  such  a  remedy  as 
its  circumstances  may  require.  This  conclusion  makes  it  unnecessary 
for  us  to  notice  further  the  point  made  by  the  counsel  that  the  suit 
should  have  been  brought  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  in  support  of 
which  they  cited  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States  v.  Osborn. 
The  obvious  difference  between  this  case  and  that  is,  that  the  Bank  of 
the  United  States  brought  a  bill  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  district  of  Ohio,  to  resist  a  tax  assessed  under  an  act  of  that 
State,  and  executed  by  its  auditor,  and  here  the  directors  of  the  Com- 
mercial Bank  of  Cleveland,  bj'  refusing  to  do  what  they  had  declared  it 
to  be  their  duty  to  do,  have  forced  one  of  its  corporators,  in  self- 
defense,  to  sue.  If  the  directors  had  done  so  in  a  State  court  of  Ohio, 
and  put  their  case  upon  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  tax  act,  because 
it  impaired  the  obligation  of  a  contract,  and  had  the  decision  been 
against  such  claim,  the  judgment  of  the  State  court  could  have  been 
re-examined,  in  that  particular,  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States,  under  the  same  authority  or  jurisdiction  by  which  it  reversed 
the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio,  in  the  case  of  the  Piqua 
Branch  of  the  State  Bank  of  Ohio  v.  Jacob  Knoop,  treasurer  of  Miami 
county,  16  How.  369. 

Decree  of  Circuit  Court  affirmed. 
Catkon,  J.,  Daniel,  J.,  and  Campbell,  J.,  dissented. 
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DAVENPORT  v.  DOWS. 

1873.     18  Wallace  (U.  S.),  626. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Iowa. 

Dows,  a  citizen  of  New  York,  in_behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  non- 
_^^ident_citize.n8_gf^Iowa,  who  were  stoctEoI3eirs  in  the  Chicag'67'iSoek 
Island,  and  Pacific  Eailroad  Companj',  filed  a  bill  in  the  court  below 
against  the  city  of  Davenport,  and  its  marshal,  to  arrest  the  collection 
of  a  tax,  alleged  to  be  illegal,  levied  by  the  said  city  for  general  revenue 
purposes,  on  the  property  of  the  company  within  its  limits.  The  bUl 
assigned  as  a  reason  for  its  being  filed  by  Dows,  a  stockholder  in  the 
company,  instead  of  by  the  company  itself,  that  the  company  neglected 
aijjLxafused  to  take  action  on  the  subject.  A  demurrer  was  interposed 
to  the  bill,  which  was  overruled,  and  on  the  defendants  refusing  to 
answer  over,  the  Circuit  Court  ordered  that  the  collgction  of  the  tax  be 
perpetually  enjoined.  From  this,  its  action,  the  defendants  appealed, 
insisting  that  the  Circuit  Court  erred  in  overruling  the  demurrer,  for 
three  reasons : 

First.  Because  the  railroad  company  was  not  made  a  party  to 
the  bill. 

Second,  Because  the  complainant  had  a  complete  remedy  at 
law ;  and, 

Third.  Because  the  tax  in  question  was  a  proper  charge  against 
the  property  of  the  corporation. 

Mr.  J.  N.  Rogers  for  the  appellants ;  Mr.  T.  F.  Witherow, 
contra. 

Mr.  Justice  DAVIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  notice  the  last  two  reasons  assigned,  why  the 
demurrer  should  not  have  been  overruled,  as  the  first  is  well  taken. 
Indeed,  it  would  be  improper  to  pass  on  the  merits  of  the  controversy 
until  the  proper  parties  to  be  aflfected  by  the  decision  are  before  the 
court. 

That  a  stockholder  may  bring  a  suit  when  a  corporation  refuses  is 
settled  in  Dodge  v.  WooUey^  but  such  a  suit  can  only  be  maintained 
on  the  ground  that  the  rights  of  the  corporation  are  involved.  These 
rights  the  individual  shareholder  is  allowed  tdlisSert  in  behalf  of  himself 
and  associates,  because  the  directors  of  the  corporation  decline  to  take 
the  proper  steps  to  assert  them.  Manifestly  the  procee<iing8  for  this 
purpose  should  be  so  conducted  that  any  decree  which  shall  be  made 
on  jhemerits  shall  conclude  the  corporation.  This  can  only  be  done 
by  making  the  corporation  a  party  defendant.  The  relief  asked  is  on 
behalf  of  the  corporation,  not  the  individual  shareholder,  and  if  it  be 
granted  the  complainant  derives  only  an  incidental  benefit  from  it.  It 
would  be  wrong,  in  case  the  shareholder  were  unsuccessful,  to  allow 

1  18  Howard,  340. 
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the  corporation  to  renew  the  litigation  in  another  suit,  involving  pre- 
cisely the  same  subject-matter.  To  avoid  such  a  result,  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  take  cognizance  of  a  bill  brought  to  settle  a  question  in 
which  the  corporation  is  the  essential_2a£ty  in  interest,  unless  it  is 
made  a  party  to  the  litigation. 

In  this  case  the  tax  sought  to  be  avoided  was  assessed  against  the 
Chicago,  Rock  Island,  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  and  the  decree 
rendered  discharges  the  company  from  the  payment  of  this  tax.  The 
corporation,  therefore,  should  have  been  made  a  party  to  the  suit,  and 
as  it  was  not,  the  demurrer  should  have  been  sustained. 

Decbee  beveksed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings, 

In  conformity  with  this  opinion. 


Knowlton,  J.,  IN  DUNPHY  v.  TRAVELLER  NEWSPAPER 
.ASSOCIATION. 

1888.    146  Massachusetts,  495,  p.  498. 

Knowlton,  J.  .  .  .  The  only  exception  to  the  rule  that  a  stock- 
holder must  apply  to  the  directors,  and  also  if  need  be  to  the  corpora- 
tion, for  redress  of  a  wrong  done  it,  before  he  can  sue  in  a  court  of 
equity,  for  himself  and  in  behalf  of  other  stockholders,  is  when  it 
appears  that  such  application  would  be  unavailing  to  protect  his  rights. 
Brewer  v.  Boston  Theatre,  104  Mass.  378.  Allen  Wilson,  28  Fed.  Rep. 
667.  ITawes  v.  Oakland,  104  U.  S.  450.  Detroit  v.  Dean,  106  U.  S. 
537.  Dimpfell  v.  Ohio  &  Mississippi  Railway,  110  U.  S.  209.  Foss 
V.  Harbottle,  2  Hare,  461.  That  may  happen  when  the  directors  them- 
selves are  the  wrongdoers,  or  are  in  fraudulent  combination  with  them, 
or  when  the  corporation  is  controlled  by  them,  or  when  it  is  necessary 
that  action  should  be  taken  too  speedily  to  leave  time  for  a  corporate 
meeting  of  stockholders. 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  is  an  averment  that  Roland  Worthington, 
the  alleged  wrongdoer,  has  for  a  long  time  controlled  a  majority  of  the 
stock,  and  has  elected  such  persons  directors  as  he  chose.  That  states 
a  sufficient  reason  for  not  applying  to  the  corporation,  at  a  meeting  of 
its  members,  for  action  to  redress  its  wrongs.  But  it  is  not  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  ever  attempted  to  move  the  directors  in  the  interest 
of  the  corporation  in  the  matters  complained  of,  or  that  any  good 
reason  existed  for  his  failuTe  so  to  do.  It  does  not  even  appear  who 
or  how  many  the  directors  are.  It  is  said  that  the  defendants  Roland 
Worthington  and  Roland  Worthington  the  younger  are  directors, 
but  no  others  are  named.  The  law  provides  that  there  shall  be  at 
least  three,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  there  are  others  be- 
sides these  defendants.  Rev.  Sts.  c.  38,  §  3.  Pub.  Sts.  c.  106,  §  25. 
There  is  no  allegation  of  fraud,  or  of  wrongful  combination  with 
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P.oland  Worthington,  or  of  other  misconduct,  on  the  part  of  any  of 
them.  And  it  cannot  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  such  averments, 
that  they  would  refuse  to  do  their  duty  if  their  attention  were  called 
to  it. 

In  Brewer  v.  Boston  Theatre,  ubi  supra,  —  a  much  stronger  ease  for 
the  plaintiff  than  this,  —  an  allegation  was  in  these  words :  "  A  ma- 
jority of  the  present  board  of  directors  of  said  defendant  corporation 
are  acting  in  the  interest  of,  and  are  under  the  control  of,  Tompkins 
and  Thayer,"  the  authors  of  the  alleged  frauds  ;  and  it  was  held  that 
this  allegation  did  not  set  forth  a  sufficient  reason  for  bringing  a  suit  \i 

without  first  requesting  the  directors  to  do  it.* 

•  •••••••••••a 

'  The  following  "  Additional  Rule  of  Practice  in  Equity,"  No.  94,  was  promnl- 
gated  by  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court,  Jan.  23,  1882,  and  is  printed  in  rol.  104  U.  S. 
Preface,  ix. :  — 

"-Every  bUl  brought  by  one  or  more  stockholders  in  a  corporation,  against  the  cor- 
poration and  other  parties,  fonuded  on  rights  which  may  properly  be  asserted  by  the 
corporation,  must  be  verified  by  oath,  and  must  contain  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  shareholder  at  the  time  of  the  transaction  of  which  he  complains,  or  that  his 
share  had  devolved  on  him  since  by  operation  of  law ;  and  that  the  suit  is  not  a  collusive 
one  to  confer  on  a  court  of  the  United  States  jurisdiction  of  a  case  of  which  it  would 
not  otherwise  have  cognizance.  It  must  also  set  forth  with  particularity  the  efforts  of 
the  plaintiff  to  secure  such  action  as  he  desires  on  the  part  of  the  managing  directors  .  y 
or  trustees,  and,  iLnece^sary,  of  the  sharehtdders,  and  the  causes  of  his  iaitaie  Pi&JmA 
obtain  auch  actional/]  {Jiui yXJ^'lyf^    y]W> '^^  T-^f**^   '<t^i^\yt*^J^-f^v\       \ 
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(e)  To  prevent  and  redress  an  Appropriation  of  Corporate  Assets  by  the  Majority. 
Wells,  J.,  in  BREWER  v.  BOSTON  THEATRE  et  al. 

1870.    104  Massachmetts,  378,  pp.  394-397.1 

Wells,  J.  .  .  .  The  defendants  contend  that  the  corporation  cannot 
be  deprived  of  its  right  to  determine,  in  all  matters  not  ultra  vires, 
whether  to  impeach  or  to  ratify  transactions  supposed  to  be  preju- 
dicial to  its  interests.  Granting  this  position,  it  would  result  that  in 
Qojase,  as  to  matters  intra  vires,  could  a  suit  be  maintained  by  indi- 
vTiTiia.l  stnckholders  to  enforce  rights  or  redress  wrongs_of  the  corpo- 
rate  bocly,.£xcept  wnere  tne  delay  necessary  in  order  to  secure  corporate 
action  might  defeat  or  endanger  the  attainment  of  appropriate  relief. 
If,  when  called  upon  to  act,  the  corporate  body  should  elect  to  confirm 
the  supposed  wrongful  transactions,  or  should  do  so  indirectly  by  re- 
fusal to  act,  they  would  no  longer  be  open  to  impeachment.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  it  should  determine  to  take  action,  it  would  do  so  in 
its  own  name  and  behalf ;  and  there  would  be  no  ground  of  necessity 
for  proceedings  in  the  name  of  the  individual  corporator. 
"/We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  this  would  not  be  the  case  in  all 
•^  matters  to  which  the  only  objection  is  that  they  are  prejudicial,  or 
supposed  to  be  so,  to  the  corporate  interests  merely,  but  not  illegal  in 
themselves,  and  affecting  all  the  corporators  ali^73  Perhaps  it  would 
be  so  whenever  the  surrender  of_  property  of  the  release  of  rights, 
acquired  by  the  corporation  through  the  transactions  sought  to  be 
impeached,  is  necessary  in  order  to  reach  the  proper  remedy.  Great 
Luxembourg  Railway  Co.  v.  Magnay,  25  Beav.  586.  The  corporation 
might  be  entitled  to  determine  for  itself  exclusively  whether  it  would 
retain  or  release  property  or  rights  thus  acquired,  although  it  thereby 
precluded,  or  rendered  ineffectual,  all  proceedings  against  parties  who 
may  have  made  illegal  or  fraudulent  gains  out  of  the  transactions. 
These  questions,  however,  we  need  not  at  present  decide. 

The  cases  now  before  us  involve  no  release  of  property  or  rights  by 
the  corporation".  The  alleged  wrongs  are  not  merely  grejudigiaiia  the 
interests  of  the  corporation ;  but  are  such  as  tend  to  deprive  one  part 
pi  the  corporators  of  their  rightful  share  in  the  fruits  of  the  common 
property  and  business,  for  the  advantage  of  others  of  the  corporators. 
This  inequality  and  injustice  is  accomplished  by  means  of  the  control 
over  the  corporate  organization  and  management,  which  has  been 
secured  by  the  parties  so  benefited.  By  the  amendments  to  the  several 
bills  it  is  alleged  that  such  control  has  been  exercised  since  the  year 

J  This  was  a  bill  in  equity,  brought  by  minority  stockholders,  against  the  corporation 
and  against  certain  directors  and  other  individuals,  for  fraudulently  conspiring  to  lease  the 
cojporate  property  on  a  rent  much  below  the  market  valuE  aud  sHare  in  the  profits  of  the 
lessees.  The  bill  (as  amended)  alleged  that  individual  defendants  own  or  controTaBlSjority 
ot  tne  stock  and  control  the  proceedings  at  stockholders'  meetings ;  also  that  a  ma]brityT)f 
the  directors  are_fraudulently  coUu^isg  with  thpse  defendants  to  continue  to  them  the  con- 
trol of  the  corporatioB'  and  Uy  jSlSperty.    A  demurrer  was  overruled.  —  Ed. 
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1866,  inclusive,  by  Tompkins  and  Thayer,  with  the  aid  of  the  other 
defendants.     That  which  is  important  is  the  fact. of  such  control  and 
its  exercise  for  such  purpose,  rather  than  the  means  by  which  it  has 
been  obtained.    A  majority  of  the  corporators  have  no  right  to  exer- 
cise the  control  over~lhe  corporate  management,  which  legitimately 
belongs  to  them,  for  the  purpose  of  appropriating  the  corporate  pro- 
perty or  its  avails,  or  income  to  themselves  or  to  any  of  the  share- 
holders, to  the  exclusiop  r,r  pvp.jndip.e  nf  the  others.    And  if  any  have 
obtained  such  unfai£_advantage  by  fraud  or  abuse  of  the  trust  con- 
fided to  them  as  officers  or  agents  of  the  corporation,  it  is  not  in  the 
power  of  a  majority  to  ratify  or  condone  the  fraud  and  breach  of  trust, 
so  far  as  it  affects  the  rights  of  the  others,  without  reasonable  restitu- 
tion.    This  proposition,  if  stated  in  reference  to  formal  transactions, 
such  as  asjgssments  of  camtaloi-  dividends  of  income,  would  not  be 
questioned.     Preston  v.  Grand  Collier  JJock,  Co.,  11  Sim.  327.     Hodg- 
kinson  v.  National  Live  Stock  Insurance  Co.,  26  Beav.  473.     But  the 
indirect  appropriation  of  the  common  property,  profits  or  means  of 
profit,  to  their  own  benefit,  by  any  portion  of  the  corporators,  in  fraud 
of  their  associates,  is  equally  incapable  of  being  authorized  or  ratified 
by  the  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  corporators,  or  by  any  act  or  omission 
of  the  corporate  body.     Gregory  v.  Patchett,  33  Beav.  695.     Atwool  v. 
Merryweather,  Law  Eep.  6  Eq.  464,  note.     If  it  were  otherwise,  the 
minority  would  be  without  means  of  protection  dt  redress  against 
inequality  and  injustice.     They  would  be  equally  so  if  they  could 
obtain  redress  only  in  the  name  and  through  the  action  of  the  corpo- 
ration  itself.    Such  acts  are  wrongs  done  primarily  to  the  corporation ; 
and^herefore  the  restitution  or  redress  is  to  be  secured  to  the  corpo- 
ration.    But  in  their  effect  and  essential  character  they  are  wrongs 
to  the  inrjiyirlnal  sha.rp.hnlder,  inflicted  upon  his  Corporate  interests 
by  means  of  the  control  over  those  interests- secured  through  the  cor- 
porate organization  and  management.    He  can  seek  his  redress  only 
through  the  corporation;  but  that  does  not  givp  tliP.  nnrpnrgt.jnTi  ih^. 
right  to  deprive  him  of  all  redress^  Any  attempt  to  do  so,  whether 
regarded  as  the  action  of  the  corporation  or  of  a  majority  of  share- 
holders, would  have  the  same  voidable  character  as  the  original  wrong. 
Officers  of  a  corporation,  dealing  with  it  in  matters  of  their  own  indi- 
vidual interest,  stand  very  differently  in  this  respect  from  strangers, 
who  have  no  occasion  to  regard  any  other  than  the  corporate  body.    If 
by  means  of  their  relations  to  the  corporate  management  they  secure 
to  themselves  undue  advantage  over  their  associates,  they  cannot 
retain  it.     Such  transactions  are  voidable,  not  merely  for  want  of 
authority  in  the  officers  by  whom  they  are  done,  but  because  neither 
the  officers  nor  the  corporation  itself,  by  whatever  majority  of  votes 
it  may  act,  can  do,  assent  to,  or  confirm  them.    The  wrong  to  the  indi- 
vidual shareholder  is  the  same,  whether  committed  with  the  concur- 
rence or  subsequent  approval  and  adoption  of  his  associates  controlling 
the  corporation,  or  without  it. 
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In  our  opinion,  the  facts  of  these  eases,  as  set  forth  in  the  several 
amended  bills,  show  such  abuse  of  authority  and  breaches  of  trust 
by  the  defendants,  in  misappropriating  the  income  of  the  corporate 
property  to  the  benefit  of  themselves  or  of  some  of  them,  as  cannot 
be  ratified  or  remitted  by  the  corporation ;  and  also  such  incapacity 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  move  the  corporation  to  take  action  for  theiFre- 
dress,  as  entitles  them,"^m  necessity,  to  seek  it  in  the  form  "of  the_se 
proceed 


In  the  first  and  second  of  the  bills  a  majority  of  the  present  direct- 
ors are  not  joined  as  parties^ but  the  necessity  for  the  mode  of 
proceeding  adopted  is  shown  [Jy  the  allegations  that  Tompkins  and 
Thayer  own  or  control  a  majority  of  the  stock  and  control  all  meetings 
of  the  corporation,  and  that  a  majority  of  the  present  directors  are 
knowingly,  wilfully,  and  fraudulently  endeavoring  to  continue  and 
secure  such  control  to  thenM 
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1874.     L.  R.  9  Chan.  Ap.  350. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  JE.  J.  Menier,  on  bebalf-X)f  him- 
self and  all  other  the  shareholders  of  the  European  and  South  Ameri- 
can Telegraph  Company  (except  such  of  them  as  were  Defendants), 
against  a  company  called  Sooner's  Telegraph  Works,  W.  Jlooper,  H. 
W.  Grace,  and  the  European  and  South  American  Telegraph  Com- 
pany, and  stated  (amongst  other  things)  as  follows :  —  That  the  Euro- 
pean Company  was  incorporated  in  1871  with  the  object  of  carrying 
out  an  agreement  between  the  Plaintiff,  Menier,  and  one  Bradford, 
and  others,  for  constructing  a  submarine  telegraph  from  Europe  to 
South  America,  under  certain  conventions  and  decrees  of  foreign  gov- 
ernments. The  capital  of  the  company  was  to  be  £1,250,000,  in 
62,500  £20  shares,  and  by  the  articles  of  association  provisions  were 
made  for  holding  meetings  of  the  companj-,  at  which  everj'  member 
was  to  have  one  vote  for  every  share  held  by  him.  That  Sooper'a 
Company  were_to  make  and  lay  down  for  the  European  Company 
telegraph  eab\i&a  ixom^Fortupal  to  JtSrasM.  That  a  prospectus  was 
Issued  ana  many  shares  were  applied  for,  but  in  consequence  of  objec-i 
tions  raised  the  directors  determined  not  to  proceed  with  the  allotment 
to  the  public,  and  the  only  shares  allotted  were  3000  to  Hooper's  Com- 
pany, 2000  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  325  to  thirteen  persons,  ten  of  whom 
were  the  directors.  That  £3  was  paid  on  each  of  the  shares  so  allotted. 
That  one  of  the  concessions  for  making  the  telegraph  had  been  granted 
to  the  Baron  de  Maua,  who  was  at  one  time  chairman  of  the  European 
Company,  and  this  concession  was  claimed  by  the  European  Com- 
pany. That  a  bill  was  filed  in  this  Court  by  the  European  Com.pany 
against  the  Baron  de  Maua  and  another  company,  praying  a  declara- 
tion that  the  Baion  de  Maua  was  a  trustee  of  the  concession  for  the 
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European  Company,  and  that  he  might  be  restrained  from  transfer- 
ring it  to  an}'  one  else.  That  a  motion  was  made  for  angnteiiocHtory 
injunction,  and  was  refused  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  Malins,  but  on  the 
balance  of  convenience  only.  That  the  European  Company,  and  also 
Mooper's  Oompany,  atTrst  intended  to  appeal  against  the  order  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor  Malins.  That  Hooper's  Company  afterwards  deter- 
mined not  to  appeal,  and  then  the  directors  of  the  European  Company 
determined  not  to  appeal,  but  to  take  steps  for  winding  up  the  European 
Company.  That  the  Plaintiff  was  resident  in  Faris  and  ignorant  of 
English  law,  and  believed  that  any  arrangements  adopted  by  the  diree- 
tors  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  European  Company,  andnot  ex- 
"  alu^el.fTh  theinterests  of  Hooper's  Vompanu,  That  the~PIatnti£E 
wish^  the  appealto  proceed,  and  offered  to  bear  the  costs.  That  on 
the  12th  of  February,  1873,  an  extraordinary  meeting  of  the  European 
Company  was  held,  at  which  a  resolution  was  passed  that  the  compan}' 
be  wound  up  voluntarily,  and  that  the  Defendant  Crace  be  the  liquida- 
tor. That  the  resolution  was  proposed  by  one  Kennedy,  a  director  of 
Hooper's  Company,  and  that  Grace  was  secretary  of  Hooper's  Com- 
pany. That  this  resolution  was  confirmed  at  another  extraordinary 
meeting,  at  which  five  persons  only  were  present,  of  whom  three  were 
directors  nominated  by  Hooper's  Company,  and  one  was  Grace,  the 
secretary.  That  the  Plaintiff  protested  against  these  proceedings. 
That  the  Plaintiff  was  then  ignorant,  but  had  since  discovered,  that 
these  proceedings  took  place  through  the  influence  of  Hooper's  Com- 
pany. The  bill  then  stated  the  circumstances  of  an  arrangement  be- 
tween Hooper's  Company  and  the  Telegraph  Construction  and  Main- 
tenance Company  and  the  Baron  de  Maua,  under  which  it  would  be  to 
the  advantage  of  Hooper's  Company  that  the  agreement  between  them 
and  the  European  Company  should  be  put  an  end  to,  in  order  to 
benefit  Baron  de  Maua's  Gompany,  and  in  order  that  Hooper's  Cor,i 
pany  might  sell  to  another  company  the  cable  they  were  making  for 
the  European  Company.  That  these  arrangements  were  concealed 
from  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  shareholders  in  the  European  Gom^ 
pany.  That  Hooper's  Company  procured  the  abandonment  of  the 
suit  against  the  Baron  de  Maua,  and  the  winding-up  of  the  European, 
Company,  through  the  influence  which  they  had  as  holders  of  3000 
shares  in  the  European  Company,  and  through  the  influence  of  the 
directors  nominated  by  them. 

And  the  bill  praj'ed  that  Hooper's  Gompany  might  be  declared  not 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  profits  derived  from  the  abandonment  of 
the  suit  and  other  arrangements  aforesaid,  and  might  be  declared  a 
trustee  of  those  profits  for  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  shareholders  in 
the  European  Company  ;  and  that  the  European  Company  and  the  De- 
fendants might  be  restrained  from  repaying  to  Hooper's  Company  anj' 
of  the  money  paid  on  the  allotment  of  shares  in  the  European  Company, 
and  from  disposing  of  the  property  of  the  European  Company. 
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To  this  bill  the  Defendants  Hooper's  Company  and  W.  Hooper 
demurred  for  want  of  eqnitj- ;  and  the  Defendants  Crace  and  the  Euro- 
pean  Company  also  demurred,  and  for  cause  of  demurrer  shewed 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  made  out  such  a  case  as  entitled  him  to  dis- 
covery or  relief. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon,  on  the  12th  of  January,  1874,  overruled 
both  demurrers  ;  and  the  Defendants  appealed. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Millar,  for  Hooper's  Company:  — 
■  A  shareholder,  has  a  right  to  vote  as  he  pleases,  _and_tQ_auitJiiajaj\rn 
interests.  If  not,  the  Court  in  every  case  might  have  to  interfere 
wherever  there  was  a_smalljnaJQ^ity,  and  consider  what  were  the  motives 
of  each  shareholder.  If  there  was  a  suit  by  the  company  against  any 
individnnl  sharphiiljfr,  hp  would  not  hp  Hij^phlprl  from  voting.  He  is 
n5tTrtfusteeJor_ariji.Qagjand  he  may  vote  against  the  interests  of  the 
]company"orof  any  of  the  other  shafeholdera.  No  construcHve  trult  can 
be  raised:  Gray  y.  Lewis }  In  Atwool  v.  Merry  weather '^  the  vote 
was  impeached.  If  such  a  suit  can  be  maintained,  one  shareholder 
ma}'  file  a  bill  to  have  a  certain  contract  set  aside,  and  another  to 
have  it  carried  on.  Such  a  suit  can  only  be  maintained  by  the  com- 
pany against  the  directors.  At  all  events,  the  proceedings  ought  to  be 
in  the  liquidation,  and  not  by  bill. 

Mr.  -ffay,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Jackson,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  JSventt,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, were  not  called  upon. 

SiK  W.  M.  James,  L.  J.  :  — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  this  case  is 
quite  right. 

The  case  made  b\'  the  bill  is  very  shortly  this  :  The  Defendants,  who 
have  a  majority  of  shares  in  the  company,  have  made  an  arrangement 
bj'  whicli  they  have  dealt  with  matters  affecting  the  whole  company, 
the  interest  in  which  belongs  to  the  minority  as  well  as  to  the  majority. 
They  have  dealt  with  them  in  consideration  of  their  obtaining  for  them- 
selves  certain  advantages.  Hooper's  Company  have  obtained  certain 
advantages  by  dealing  with  something  which  was  the  property  of  the 
whole  compaSy!  The  minority  of  the  shareholders  say  in  effect  that 
the  majority  has  divided  the  assets  of  the  company,  more  or  less,  be- 
tween themselvea,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  minority.  I  think  it  would 
be  a  shocking  thing  if  that  could  be  done,  because  if  so  the  majoritj' 
might  divide  the  whole  assets  of  the  company,  and  pass  a  resolution 
that  everything  must  be  given  to  them,  and  that  the  minority  should 
have  nothing  to  do  with  it.  Assuming  the  case  to  be  as  alleged  by  the 
bill,  then  the  majority  have  put  something  into  their  pockets  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  minority.  If  so,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  minority  have 
a  right  to  have  their  share  of  the  benefits  ascertained  for  them  in  the 
best  way  in  which  the  Court  can  do  it,  and  given  to  them. 

*  Law  Eep.  8  Ch.  1035.  s  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  464,  n. 
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It  is  said,  however,  that  this  is  not  the  right  form  of  suit,  because, 
according  to  the  principles  laid  down  in  Foss  v.  Marbottle,^  and  other 
similar  cases,  the  Court  ought  to  be  vAry  alow  indeed  in  allowing 
a  shareholder  to  file  a  hill,  where  the  nompany  is  the  proper  FlaintiflF. 
This  particular  case  seems  to  me  precisely  one  of  the  exceptions  re- 
ferred to  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  in  Atwool  v.  Merry  weather  ,^  a  case 
in  which  the  majority  were  the  Defendants,  the  wrong-doers,  who  were 
alleged  to  have  put  the  minority's  property  into  their  pockets.     In  this 
(^.RR  it.  isjjprht,  and  proper  for  a  hill  to  be  filed  by  one  shareholder  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  all  the  other  8hareholdfir3. 
Therefore  the  demurrer  ought  to  be  overruled. 
Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.  J. :  — 
I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 

It  so  happens  that  Hooper's  Company  are  the  majority  in  this  com- 
pany, and  a  suit  bj'  this  company  was  pending  which  might  or  might 
not  turn  out  advantageous  to  this  company.  The  Plaintiff  says  that 
Hooper's  Company  being  the  majorit}',  have  procured  that  suit  to  be 
settled  upon  terms  favourable  to  themselves,  they  getting  a  considera- 
tion for  settling  it  in  the  shape  of  a  profitable  bargain  tor  ttie  laving  of 
a  cable.  Il  am  oi  opinion  thai  akhough  it  may  be  quite  true  that  the 
"sBareholuers  of  a  companj''  may  vote  as  thej'  please,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  their  own  interests,  yet  that  the  majority  of  shareholders  cannot 
sell  the  assets  of  the  company  and  keep  the  consideration,  but  must 
allow  the  nmiority  to  have  their  share  of  any  consideration  which  may 
come  to  them\  I  also  entirely  agree  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
suit  is  propSrIj'  brought  in  the  name  of  the  Plaintiff  on  behalf  of  him- 
self and  all  the  other  shareholders. 

The  appeal  will  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Mr.  FooJcs,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  JDavey,  for  the  other  Defendants,  then 
submitted  to  have  their  appeal  dismissed. 


FAEMEES'  LOAN  AND  TEUST  CO.,  as  Trustee,  v.  NEW 
YOEK  AND  NOETHEEN  E.  CO. 

1896.    160  New  Tm-h,  410.' 

Action  to  fr,-ron^nao  fi,  second  mortgage  upon  the  property  of  the 
New  York  and  Northern  E.  Company ;  the  mortgage  being  given  by 
that  corporation  to  the  plaintiff  as  trustee  to  secure  the  payment  of 
bonds.  The  mortgage  provided  that  no  foreclosure  could  be  had  until 
the  expiration  of  one  year  after  default  in  the  payment  of  the  interest. 
Such  default  had  taken  place. 

1  2  Hare,  461.  a  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  464,  n. 

*  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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The  Northern  E.  Company  made  no  defence.  Holmes  and  Pick, 
minority  stockholders  in  that  corporation,  were,  on  their  own  motion, 
made  parties  defendant  in  the  action,  and  served  an  answer. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  following  facts  appeared : 

The  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River  R.  E.  Company  and 
the  Northern  Company  are  parallel  lines  and  were  competing  lines. 
The  Central  purchased  a  majorjty  of  the  stock  and  a  majority  of  the 
second  mortgage  bonds  of  the  Northern  for  the  sole  purpose  of  oId- 
taining  control  of  the  property  of  the  latter  corporation.  The  Central, 
as  such  majority  stockholder,  acquired  the  entire  control  of  the  affairs 
of  the  Northern ;  dictating  and  governing  the  action  of  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  Northern.  The  present  action  was  procured  to  be 
commenced  by  the  Central. 

On  the  trial,  Holmes  and  Pick  sought  to  prove  that  after  the  Cen- 
tral became  the  owner  of  such  stock  and  bonds,  and  while  its  oificers 
were  in  substantial  control  of  the  Northern,  they  declined  to  accept 
traffic  from  other  roads  that  would  have  produced  a  fund  with  which 
to  pay  the  interest  due  on  the  bonds ;  that  the  income  of  the  road 
which  should  have  been  employed  to  pay  such  interest  was  used  for 
other  and  improper  purposes ;  and  that  such  action  caused  the  in- 
ability  of  the  Northern  to  pay  the  interest  and  thus  cure  its  default. 
This  evidence  was  rejected  as  immaterial.  Holmes  and  Pick  excepted 
to  the  ruling. 

The  trial  court  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  of 
foreclosure  and  sale.  This  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  General  Term 
(78  Hun,  213).  The  minority  stockholders  appealed  from  this  judg- 
ment. 

James  0.  Carter  and  Simon  Sterne,  for  appellants. 

Ashbel  Greene,  David  MeClure,  and  Thomas  Thacher,  for  respond- 
ents. 

Martin,  J.  ...  In  determining  the  correctness  of  the  rulings 
made  by  the  trial  court,  it  becomes  necessary  to  determine  inciden- 
tally whether  a  corporation,  purchasing  a  majority  of  the  stock  of 
another  competing  corporation,  may  thus  obtain  control  of  its  affairs, 
cause  it  to  divert  the  income  from  its  business,  or  to  refusebusjness 
which  would  enable  it  to  pay  the  interest  for  which  it  was  in  default, 
and  then'institute  an  action  in  equity  to  enforce  its  obligations  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  control  of  its  property  at  less  than  its  value 
to  the  injury  of  the  minority  stockholders,  and  they  have  no  remedy. 
Or,  in  other  words,  whether  a  court  of  equity,  with  those  facts  estab- 
lished, would  lend  its  aid  to  such  a  stockholder  by  enforcing  the  mort- 
gage and  decreeing  a  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 
at  its  request,  in  its  behalf,  and  to  accomplish  such  a  purpose.  If  it 
would,  then  the  rulings  of  the  trial  court  were  proper ;  if  not,  then 
the  appellants  were  entitled  to  prove  those  facts,  and  it  was  error  to 
reject  the  evidence. 

[After  citing  and  stating  various  decisions.] 
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"  Jhe  law  requires  of  the  majority  of  the  stockholders  the  utmost 
good  faith  in  their  control  and  management  of  the  corporation  as 
""regards  the  minority,  and  in  this  respect  the  majority  stand  in  much 
the  same  attitude  towards  the  minority  that  the  directors  sustain 
towards  all  the  stocklmlders.  Thus,  where  the  majority  are  inter- 
ested in  another  corporation,  and  the  two  corporations  hare  contracts 
between  them,  it  is  fraudulent  for  that  majority  t"  rnanaQP  t.hp  afFairg 
of  the  first  corporation  for  the  benefit  of  the  second.  A  court  of 
equity  will  intervene  and  protect  the  minority  upon  an  application  by 
the  latter."  (2  Cook  on  Stock  and  Stockholders  [2d  ed.],  §  662,  p. 
946.)  The  same  principle  is  stated  in  1  Morawetz  on  Private  Corpo- 
rations (2d  ed.,  §  629) ;  1  Beach  on  Private  Corporations  (§  70)  ;  2  Bige- 
low  on  Frauds  (§  645),  and  Beach  on  Mod.  Eq.  Juris.  (§§  132,  686). 

While  the  question  in  some  of  the  cases  cited  arose  between  stock- 
holders and  the  directors  and  officers  of  a  company,  who  as  such  held 
a  position  of  trust  as  to  the  former,  still,  where,  as  in  this  case,  a 
majority  of  the  stock  is  owned  by  a  corporation  or  a  combination  of 
individuals,  and  it  assumes  the  control  of  another  company's  business 
and  aif airs  through  its  control  of  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  cor* 
poration,  it  would  seem  that  for  all  practical  purposes  it  becomes  the 
corporation  of  which  it  holds  a  majority  of  stock,  and  assumes  the 
same  trust  relation  towards  the  minority  stockholders  that  a  corpora- 
tion itself  usually  bears  to  its  stockholderSj_and,  therefore,  under  such 
circumstances,  the  rule  stated  in  the  Sage  and  other  similar  cases 
applies  to  majority  stockholders  who  control  the  affairs  of  the  com- 
pany, as  well  as  to  its  directors  or  officers. 

The  principle  of  these  authorities  renders  it  quite  obvious  that  a 
corporation,  purchasing  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  another  competing 
one,  cannot  obtain  control  of  its  affairs,  divert  the  income  of  its  busi- 
ness, refuse  business  whicn  would,  enable  the  defaulting  company^to 
pay  Its  interest,  and  then  institute  an  action  in  equity  to  p.nfnf^,p.  its 
obligations,  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  obtaining  entire  control  of  its 
property  to  tJie  in-)nrY  nf  thft  minnvit.y  .stonkhnlrlers.  Such  a  course 
of  action  is  clearly  opposed  to  the  true  interests  of  the  corporation 
itself,  plainly  discloses  that  one  thus  acting  was  not  influenced  by  any 
honest  desire  to  secure  such  interests,  but  that  its  action  was  to  serve 
an  outside  purpose,  regardless  of  consequences  to  the  debtor  company, 
and  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  its  interest  and  the  interest  of  its 
minority  stockholders. 

The  respondents,  however,  contend  that  the  doctrine  of  the  author- 
ities cited  is  not  controlling  in  this  case,  but  that  the  New  York  Cen- 
tral and  Hudson  Kiver  Eailroad  Company  had  a  right  to  purchase  a 
majority  of  the  stock  and  bonds  of  the  New  York  and  Northern  Eail- 
way  Company,  for  the  express  purpose  of  obtaining  control  of  the 
affairs  of  the  latter  for  its  own  use  and  benefit,  and  to  thus  acquire 
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its  property  at  less  than  its  actual  value,  to  the  injury  of  the  minority 
stockholders,  and  that  such  stockholders  had  no  remedy  in  law  or  in 
equity  to  protect  themselves  against  such  action  of  the  majority  stock- 
holder, although  it  diverted  the  income  which  should  have  been  ap- 
plied to  the  payment  of  such  interest  to  other  and  improper  purposes, 
and  refused  business  which  would  have  enabled  the  defaulting  com- 
pany to  pay  its  interest.  In  other  words,  the  claim  of  the  respond- 
ents is,  and  the  General  Term  in  effect  held,  that  the  purpose  for 
which  the  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River  Eailroad  Company 
obtained  a  majority  of  the  stock  and  bonds  of  the  New  York  and 
Northern  Eailway  Company  is  entirely  immaterial,  fend  that  notwith- 
standing the  existence  of  such  a  purpose,  a  court  of  equity  will  aid 
them  in  enforcing  the  mortgage7\  To  sustain  this  contention  they  cite 
Morris  v.  Tufhill  (72  N.  Y.  57S)  ;  Fhelps  v.  Nowlen  (72  N.  Y.'SQ) ; 
Chenango  Bridge  Co.  v.  Paige  (83  N.  Y.  178) ;  Ramsey  v.  Erie  Rail- 
way Co.  (8  Abb.  Pr.  [n.  s.]  174) ;  Clinton  v.  My&rs  (46  N.  Y.  611) ; 
Simpson  v.  Dall  (3  Wall.  476)  ;  Oglesby  v.  Attrill  (105  U.  S.  605) ; 
Adler  v.  Fenton  (24  How.  [U.  S.]  407),  and  Beveridge  v.  N.  Y.  E.  R. 
Co.  (112  N.  Y.  1). 

In  Morris  v.  Tuthill  the  action  was  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  brought 
by  an^;Ssignge.  There  was  no  question  orprtticiple  of  trust  involved 
in  that  case.  The  plaintiff  owed  the  defendant  no  daty,  and,  hence,, 
it  was  held  that  under^'Siiefe-cifcumstances  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to 
maintain  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  although  he 
took  tjtleto  it  from  motives  of  malice,  and  the  assignor  assigned  the 
mortgage^o  him  from"  a  like  motive.'  That  that  case  was  correctly  de- 
cided we  have  no  doubt,  but  it  is  clearly  distinguishable  in  principle 
from  the  case  at  bar,  and  has  no  bearing  whatever  upon  the  question 
under  consideration. 

In  the  Phelps  casefit  was  held  that  a  party  was  not  liable  for  the 
consequences  of  an  actdone  upon  his  own  land,  lawful  in  itself,  which 
did  not  infringe  upon  any  lawful  right  of  another,  simply  because  he 
was  influenced  in  doing  it  by  wrong  and  malicious  motives,'  and  that 
courts  would  not  inquire  into  the  motives  actuating  a  person  in  the 
enforcement  of  a  legal  rig^  How  the  doctrine  of  that  case  is  ap- 
plicable to  the  question  involved  in  this,  it  is  difB.cult  to  perceive.  In 
that  case  the  party  simply  exercised-aJa2ful_right,  and  the  court  held 
that  no  liability  arose  from  his  having  done  so.  There  the  plaintiff 
owed  the  defendant  no  duty  and  sustained  no  relatioQ_of  trust  towards 
him,  and,  hence,  it  is  "clearly  distinguishable  from  the  case  at  bar. 
The  same  may  be  said  of  Chenango  Bridge  Co.  v.  Paige,  Ramsey  v. 
Erie  Railway  Co.,  Clinton  v.  Myers,  Simpson  v.  Dall,  Oglesby  v. 
Attrill,  and  Adler  v.  Fenton.  We  do  not  think  these  cases  in  any  way 
aid  the  respondents. 

[After  discussing  the  Beveridge  case.] 

As  we  have  already  seen,  there  are  circumstances  under  which  the 
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majority  stockholders  occupy  substantially  the  same  relation  of  trust 
towards  the  minority  as  the  board  of  directors  would  occupy  towards 
the  stockholders  it  represents,  and,  hence,  where  there  are_corrupt 
„^otives,  personal  interest  or  fraud,  the  case  cited  is  an  authority  to 
sustamTEe  conclusion  which  we  have  already  reached. 

That  any  person  or  corporation  authorized  to  do  so  might  have  pur- 
chased the  bonds  of  the  New  York  and  Northern  Railway  Company, 
and  have  rigorgiisl5L£Eforced  them  by  a  sale  of  its  property,  there  can 
be  no  doubt.  They  might  also  have  purchased  the  stock  of  the  com- 
pany and  thus  have  become  the  owners  of  both ;  and  while  such 
owners  might  have  enforced  the  liability  of  the  company  upon  its 
bonds,  so  long  as  they  acted  in  good  faith  and  their  purpose  was  pro- 
per ;  but  when  the  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  Eiver  Eailroad 
Company  purchased  the  stock  and  bonds  in  question,  thus  obtaining 
a  controlling  in'terest  in  the  affairs  of  the  New  York  and  Northern 
Railway  Company  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  destroying  it,  to  serve 
a  purpose  entirely  outside  of  that  for  which  it  was  organized,  and  in 
hostility  to  it,  it  becomes  clear  that  as  such  stockholder  it  owed  a 
duty  to  the  minority  stockholders,  that  the  law  implied  a  quasi  trust 
upon  its  part,  and  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  aid  it  in  the  destruc- 
tion  of  that  corporation  and  a  confiscation  of  its  property,  although  it 
held  a  majority  of  its  stock  and  the  required  amount  of  its  bonds. 

Hence,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  court  erred  in  rejecting  as 
immaterial  evidence  offered  by  the  appellants  to  show  that,  after  the 
New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company  became  the 
owner  of  a  majority  of  the  stock  and  bonds  of  the  New  York  and 
Northern  Railway  Company,  and  while  its  officers  were  in  control  of 
the  latter  corporation  and  its  affairs,  it  Reclined  to  accept  trafS.c  from 
other  roads  which  would  have  produced  a  fund  with  which  to  pay  the 
interest  that  was  due ;  that  the  iacome  of  the  road,  which  should 
have  been  pTnjTlnywIjj^.rf'y  ""^^  i"*p^i:,  was  used  for  other  and  im- 
proper  purposes,  and  that  such  action  upon  the  part  of  the  majority 
stockholder  occasioned  the  inability  of  the  company  to  pay  the  in- 
terest and  cure  the  default.  To  the  rejection  of  this  evidence  the 
defendants  excepted.  We  think  many  of  these  rulings  were  erroneous, 
and  that  the  appellants  had  the  right  to  make  the  proof  offered,  so  far 
as  it  related  to  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  the  New  York  and 
Northern  Railway  Company  during  the  time  the  New  York  Central 
and  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company  owned  a  majority  of  its  stock 
and  controlled  its  affairs,  and  for  the  error  in  those  rulings  the  judg- 
ment should  be  reversed. 

The  respondents  claim  that  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  section 
forty  of  the  Stock  Corporation  Law  the  New  York  Central  and  Hud- 
son River  Railroad  Company  had  the  right  to  acquire  the  stock  of 
the  New  York  and  Northern  Railway  Company.  We  do  not  deem 
it  necessary  to  either,  discuss  or  decide  that  question,  for  if  it  be 
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admitted  that  the  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  Eiver  Eailroad  Com- 
pany was  authorized  to  purchase  such  stock  and  bonds,  still  nothing 
will  be  found  in  the  staEuKJ  Which  JiuLliOi'izes  iL  to  employ  them  for 
the  purpose  of  destroying  the  property  of  the  New  York  and  Northern 
Railway  Company  to  the  injury  of  its  minority  stockholders. 

Judgment  reversed.     New  trial  granted. 
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1887.    (Judicial  Committee  of  Privy  Council),  L.  R.  12  App.  Caset,  589. 

Bill  in  equity  by  Henry  Beatty,  a  minority  stockholder,  against  the 
North  Western  Transportation  Company,  and  its  directors,  including 
James  H.  Beatty.  The  bill  seeks  to  rescind  the  purchase  by  the  cor- 
poration of  the.§tgamer  United  Empire.  The  defendants  filed  a  state- 
meht  of  defence.  The  plaintiff  joined  issue,  and  the  case  was  heard 
before  Botd,  Cbancellor. 

The  material  facts  are  as  follows :  — 

The  Transportation  Company  is  a  corporation,  with  a  capital  stock 
of  $300,000,  divided  into  600  shares  of  $500  each.  On  January  1, 
'i883,  James  H.  Beatty  owned  200  shares,  and  was  a  director.  He 
was  then  building  a  steamboat,  to  be  called  the  United  Empire ;  and 
desired  to  sell  it  to  the  company.  In  January,  1883,  he  purchased  101 
^ditional  shares.  On  the  day  of  the  annual  meeting  in  Februarj', 
1883,  he  transferred  5  shares  to  Rose  and  5  to  Laird,  whereby  they 
became  qualified  to  be  directors  ;  and  they  were  then  elected  directors. 
The  board  was  composed  of  five  directors ;  and  James  H.  Beatty, 
Rose,  and  Laird  constituted  a  majority. 

The  board  of  directors,  while  James  H.  Beattj'  was  present  and  act- 
ing, passed  a  vote  (called  a  bye-law)  to  purchase  the  steamboat  of 
James  H.  BeaEy  upon  specified  terms.  The  directors,  at  the  same 
time,  voted  t2_aiLbmit  the  said  bye-law  to  a  special  meeting  of  the 
stockholders.  At  such  meeting,  a  vote  to  adopt  the  bye-law  was  carried 
by  a  vote  of  306  to  289.  Of  the_306_afflnnative  votes,  291  were  cast 
by  James  H.  Beatty,  and  ten  by  his  transferees.  Rose  and  Laird. 

The  bill  charges  that  the  purchase  was  not  entered  into  by  James 
H.  Beatty  et  als.  on  behalf  of  the  company  in  good  faith  for  the  pur- 
pose of  promoting  the  best  interests  of  the  company,  but  for  the  pur- 
pose of  serving  their  private  interests  contrary  to  their  duty  to  the 
company  and  its^ockhol3ers^  !5ul^equently"aTr  chargesoTTi^ud  and 
Cftllusion  were  abandoned.  It  was  proved  by  uncbntradictecT&ridence, 
and  was  substantially  admitted,  that,  at  the  date  of  the  purchase,  the 
acquisition  of  another  steamer  was  essential  to  the  efficient  conduct  of 
the  company's  business ;  that  the^^ec?  Empi7-e~was  yreW  adapted 
for  that  purpose ;  that  it  was  not  within  the  power  of  the  company 
to  acquire  any  other  steamer  equally  well  adapted  for  its  business ; 
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and  that  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  steamer  was  not  exces- 
sive or  unreasonable. 

The  case  was  heard  in  the  Chancery  Division,  at  Toronto,  before 
Boyd,  Chancellor,  who  decreed  that  the  purchase  should  be  set  aside. 
(6  Ontario,  300.) 

The  Court  of  Appeal  of  Ontario  (Hagartt,  C.  J.,  Bueton  and 
Oslee,  JJ.)  unanimously  reversed  the  decree  of  the  Chancellor.  (11 
Ontario  Appeal,  205.) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  (Ritchie,  C.  J.,  Fotjeniee,  Henet, 
Taschereau,  and  Gwtnne,  JJ.)  unanimously  reversed  the  last  men- 
tioned decision,  and  restored  the  decree  of  the  Chancellor. 

Sir  W.  J.  Ritchie,  C.  J.  Though  it  may  be  quite  true,  as  a  general 
proposition,  that  a  shareholder  of  a  companj',  as  such,  may  •'"^*^  "«  >"^ 
pleases,  and  for  purposes  of  his  o'^-"  infAroat.,  f»n  a  question  in  which 
he  is  personally*  interested,  does  that  proposition  necessarily  cover  this 
case  ?  Is  it  not  abundantlj'  clear  that,  whatever  a  simple  stockholder 
may  do,  no  directa£j§_£n titled  to  vote,  as  a  director,  in  respect  to  any 
contract  in  which  he  is  personally  intf  r°stpd  ?  Directors  cannot  man- 
age the  affairs  of  the  company  for  their  own  personal  and  private 
advantage ;  they  cannot  act  for  themselves  and,  at  the  same  time,  as 
the  agents  of  the  corporation  whose  interests  are  conflicting  ;  they  can- 
not be  the  sellers  of  propertj'  and  the  agents  of  the  vendee  ;  there  must 
be  no  conflict  between  interest  and  duty ;  the^'  cannot  occupy  a  posi- 
tion which  conflicts  with  the  interests  of  the  parties  they  represent  and 
are  bound  to  protect.  Is  it  not  somewhat  of  a  mockery  to  say  that 
this  b^'-law  and  sale  were  invalid  and  bad,  and  not  enforceable  against 
the  companj'  as  being  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law  by  reason  of  a 
director  entering  into  the  contract  for  his  personal  benefit  where  his 
personal  interests  conflicted  with  the  interests  of  those  he  was  bound 
to  protect,  but  that  it  can  be  set  right  by  a  meeting  of  the  shareholders, 
by  a  resolution  carried  by  the  vote  ^f_the  director  himself  against  a 
large  maiorityof  the  other  shareholders  ?  If  this  can  be  done,  how 
hasTEi  conflict  between  self-interest  and  integrity  ceased? 

While  recognizing  the  general  principle  of  non-interference  with  the 
powers  of  the  company  to  manage  its  own  affairs,  this  case  seems  to 
me  to  be  peculiarly  exceptional ;  a  director,  acting  for  the  company, 
makes  a  sale,  acting  for  himself,  to  the  company,  a  transaction  admit- 
tedly indefensible ;  this  purchase  is  submitted  to  the  shareholders,  and 
the  director,  having  acquired  a  controlling  number  of  votes  for  this 
purpose,  secures  a  majority  by  his  own  votes  thus  obtained  without 
which  the  purchase  would  not  have  been  sustained,  and  confirms  as  a 
shareholder  his  invalid  act  as  a  director,  and  thus  validates  a  transac- 
tion against  which  the  policy  of  the  law  utterly  sets  its  face. 
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It  does  seem  to  me  that  fair  plaj-  and  csommon  sense  alike  dictate 
that  if  the  transaction  and  act  of  the  director  are  to  be  confirmed,  it 

should   be   by  the   impartial,    inHpppuHpnt.,   anrl    intftllignnt.  jmjormpiTt  of 

the  disipt.Pi-Pst.pfl  sliai-phnldpi's.  and  not  by  the  interested  director  him- 
self, who  should  never  have  departed  from  his  duty.  If  he  had  done 
his  duty  and  refrained  from  acting  in  the  transaction  as  a  director  the 
b^-law  might  never  have  been  passed,  and  the  contract  of  sale  never 
entered  into ;  and  having  acted  contrary  to  his  duty  to  his  co-share- 
holders he  disqualified  himself  from  taking  part  in  the  proceedings  to 
confirm  his  own  illegal  act ;  and  then  to  say  that  he  was  a  legitimate 
^arty  to  confirm  his  own  illegal  act  seems  to  me  simply  absurd,  for 
nobody  could  doubt  what  the  result  in  such  a  case  would  be,  as  the 
futileness  of  the  interested,  but  discontented,  shareholders  attempting 
to  frustrate  the  designs  of  the  interested  director  with  his  majority 
is  too  manifest ;  but  he,  if  he  had  done  his  duty  towards  them  and 
refrained  from  entering  into  the  transaction,  would  never  have  been  in 
the  position  of  going  through  this  farce  of  submitting  this  matter  to 
the  shareholders,  and  when  so  submitted  of  himself  voting  that  he, 
though  he  had  acted  entirely  illegally,  had  done  right,  and  thereby  bind- 
ing all  the  other  shareholders  who  thought  the  purchase  undesirable ; 
or  in  other  words,  by  his  vote  carrying  a  resolution  tliat  the  bargain  he 
himself  had  made  for  the  companj'  as  buj^er,  from  liimself  as  seller,  was 
a  desirable  operation  and  should  be  confirmed. 

I  rest  this  case  entirely  on  the  position  BeattjUjejd  as  a  director, 
and  the  duty  which  pertained  to  that  office.  In^  that  view  it  is  not 
necessary  to  discuss  how  far,  or  rather  under  what  circumstances  a 
shareholder  may  vote  at  a  general  meeting  of  sharphoHprs  JiILlg''*^^^'^'''' 
on  which  he  is  mdividually  interested.  I  cannot,  however,  but  look 
upon  it  as  ratHer  a  bold  and  startling  proposition  that  a  shareholder 
should  be  able  to  offer  a  property  for  sale  to  the  company  from  a  bare 
majority  of  votes  and  by  such  vote,  against  the  will  of  all  the  other 
shareholders,  compel  the  company  to  become  the  purchaser  at  his 
own  price  and  on  his  own  terras,  against  the  wish  of  all  the  other 
shareholders,  who  may,  as  in  this  case,  be  a  minority  of  289  votes 
against  306. 

Henry  and  Gwynne,  JJ.,  delivered  concurring  opinions. 

The  case  was  then  carried  by  appeal  to  the  Judicial  Committee  ol 
the  Privy  Council. 

Sir  B.  E.  Webster,  Attorney  General,  and  Jeune,  for  appellants, 
contended  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  correct,  and 
that  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  be  reversed.  The  fiduciary  position 
of  J.  H.  Beatty  as  director  had,  it  was  submitted,  nothing  to  do  with 
the  question.  His  vote  as  shareholder  at  the  general  meeting  was  the 
thing  in  dispute,  whether  he  was  prevented  from  giving  it  on  a  mattei 
In  which  he  was  personally  interested.     As  for  his  voting  for  tlie  bye- 
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law  at  the  directors'  meeting  it  had  no  other  object  or  effect  than  that 
of  Ringing  the  matter  before  a  general  meeting.  At  the  most  it  was 
voi^iBie  ana  not  void,  and  the  question  was  as  to  the  validitj'  of  its 
ratification,  and  that  depended  upon  the  validity  of  the  appellant's  vote 
as  a  shareholder.  There  is  no  principle  of  equity  why  a  shareholder 
should  be  disqualified  from  voting  at  a  general  meeting,  or  why  his 
vote  should  be  examined  and  disallowed,  except  for  fraud.  The  dis- 
qualification of  directors  results  from  their  agency.  The  shareholders 
are  principals.  In  this  case  if  the  majority  were  interested  in  the  ves- 
sel sold,  the  minority  were  interested  in  a  competing  line  and  had 
interests  adverse  to  the  company  ;  and  the  validity  of  their  votes  might 
also  on  the  respondent's  contention  be  examined  on  the  ground  of  per- 
sonal interest.  The  motives  of  shareholders  for  their  votes  cannot  be 
inquired  into.  If  there  is  no  fraud  they  are  free  to  exercise  their  own 
judgment  as  they  please,  and  that  exercise  cannot  be  called  in  question 
by  other  shareholders.  Reference  was  made  to  Pender  v.  Imshing- 
ton;^  M'Dougail  v.  Gardiner;^  East  Pant  Du  United  Lead  Min- 
ing Company  v.  Merr y weather ;^  Mason  v.  Harris.^ 

Sir  Horace  Davey,  Q.  C,  and  Bremner,  for  respondent. 

[Argument  omitted.] 

Sir  Richard  Baggallat. 

The  question  involved  is  doubtleag  novel  in  its  circumstances,  and 
the  decision  important  in  its  consequences  ;  it  would  be  verj'  undesira- 
ble even  to  appear  to  relax  the  rules  relating  to  dealings  between  trus- 
~tees  and  their  beneficiaries ;  on  the  other  hand,  great_confusion  would 
be  introduced  into  the  affairs  of  joint  stock  companies  if  the  circum- 
stances of  shareholders,  voting  in  that  character  at  general  meetings, 
were  to  be  examined,  and  their  votes  practically  nullified,  i^they  also 
Ht.nnH_in_HnmP!  fit^nciary  relation  to  the  company. 

IT  is  clear  upon  the  authorities  that  the  contract  entered  into  by  the 
directors  on  the  10th  of  February  could  not  have  been  enforced  against 
the  company  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant  J.  H.  Beatty,  but  it  is 
equally  clear  that  it  was  within  the  competency  of  the  shareholders  at 
the  meeting  of  the  16th  to  adopt  or  reject  it.  In  form  and  in  terms 
they  adopted  it  by  a  majority  of  votes,  and  the  vote  of  the  majority 
must  prevail,  unless  the  adoption  was  brought  about  by  unfair  or 
improper  means. 

The  only  unfairness  or  impropriety  which,  consistently  with  the  ad- 
mitted and  established  facts,  could  be  suggested,  arises  out  of  the 
fact  that  the  defendant  J.  H.  Beatty  possessed  a  voting  power  as 
a  shareholder  which  enabled  him,  and  those  who  thought  with  him, 
to  adopt  the  bye-law,  and  thereby  either  to  ratify  and  adopt  a  void- 
able contract,  into  which  he,  as  a  director,  and  his  co-directors  had 
entered,  or  to  make  a  similar  contract,  which  latter  seems  to  have  been 

1  6  Oh.  D.  73.  '^  1  Ch.  D.  1,3. 

8  2  H.  &  M.  254.  *  11  Ch.  1).  107. 
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what  was  intended  to  be  done  by  the  resolution  passed  on  the  7th  ot 
February'. 

It  maj'  be  quite  right  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  opposing  minoritj' 
should  be  able,  in  a  suit  like  this,  to  challenge  the  transaction,  and  to 
shew  that  it  is  an  improper  one,  and  to  be  freed  from  the  objection 
that  a  suit  with  such  an  object  can  only  be  maintained  by  the  company 
itself. 

But  the  constitution  of  the  company  enabled  the  defendant  J.  H. 
Beatty  to  acquire  this  voting  power ;  there  was  no  limit  upon  the  num- 
ber of  shares  which  a  shareholder  might  hold,  and  for  every  share  so 
held  he  was  entitled  to  a  vote ;  the  charter  itself  recognised  the  defend- 
ant as  a  holder  of  200  shares,  one-third  of  the  aggregate  number  \  he 
had  a  perfect  right  to  acquire  farther  shares,  and  to  exercise  his  voting 
power  in  such  a  manner  as  to  secure  the  election  of  directors  whose 
views  upon  policy  agreed  with  his  own,  and  to  support  those  vie-ivs  at 
any  shareholders'  meeting  ;  the  acquisition  of  the  United  Empire  was 
a  pure  question  of  policy,  as  to  which  it  might  be  expected  that  there 
would  be  differences  of  opinion,  and  upon  which  the  voice  of  'he  ma- 
jority ought  to  prevail ;   trtj-glfiCt  the    vntP.S   of  ftio   flpfpi^lgnf.   npmT^t.hp 

qjjestion  of  the  adoption  of  the  hjrp.law  wniild  ^°  t*"*  g''v°  "flfo^t  tr.  fho 
viewso^theminority,  and  t,»  rliarpgarfi  thnsp  ^f  flip  "T»jr»i-;fy 

The  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  appear  to  have  regarded  the  exer- 
cise by  the  defendant  J.  H.  Beatty  of  iiis  voting  power  as  of  so  oppres- 
sive a  character  as  to  invalidate  the  adoption  of  the  bj'e-law ;  their 
Lordships  are  unable  to  adopt  this  view  ;  in  their  opinion  the  defend- 
ant was  acting  within  his  rights  in  voting  as  he  did,  though  the}'  agree 
with  the  Chief  Justice  in  the  views  expressed  by  him  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  that  the  matter  might  have  been  conducted  in  a  manner  less 
likely  to  give  rise  to  objection. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  allow  the  appeal ; 
to  discharge  the  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada ;  and  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  to  that  Court  with  costs ;  the  respondent  must  bear  the 
costs  of  the  present  appeal. 
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(f)  To  enjoin  Any  Act  which  the  Corporation  ii  unauthorized  to  do,  or  which  it  was 
unauthorized  to  do  when  Plaintiff  became  a  Shareholder, 


NATUSCH  V.  IRVING  et  als. 

1824.     Gow  on  Partnership,  Appendix  No.  VI.    Page  398.* 

Plaintiff,  on  ^ehalf  of  himself  and  all  others  the  shareholders,  mem- 
_bers,  or  partners  of  the  Alliance  British  and  Foreign  Life  and  Fire 
Assurance^ompany,  filed  this  bill  against  the  president  and  directors, 
praying,  inter  alia,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  them  from  carr3-ing  on 
the  business  of  marine  insurance  in  the  name  or  on  the  account  of  the 
company,  and  from  applying  the  capital  of  the  company  to  any  such 
purpose. 

The  case  made  by  the  bill  and  affidavits  was,  in  part,  as  follows : 
A  prospectus  was  issued  for  the  formation  of  an  uaincorporated  com- 
pany to  grant  fire  and  life  insurance,  with  a  capital  of  five  million 
pounds  divided  into  fifty  thousand  shares,  plaintiff  subscribed  for  fifteen 
shares,  paid  the  required  deposit,  insured  his  life  in  the  company  and 
paid  the  insurance  premium.     He  was  willing  also  to  execute  a  proper 
deed  of  settlement.    After  the  plaintiff  had  subscribed,  &c.,  the  ma- 
jority of  the  company  undertook  to  carry  on  the  additional  business  of 
marine  insurance.    They  prepared  a  deed  of  settlement  which  contained 
provisions  for  enabling  the  company  to  carry  on  marine  insurance  ;  and 
which  plaintiff  refused  to  execute.     Plaintiff  objected  to  the  company's 
carrying  on   a  marine   insurance  business.     The   directors   informed 
plaintiff  that,  if  he  was  dissatisfied  with  the  course  intended  to   be 
pursued,  he  might  receive  backbis  deposit  with  interest,  and  also  have 
his  life  policv  cancelled  and  the  premium  returned. 
LoBD  Eldon,  Chancellob. 

•  "••••••* 

8.  An  offer  is  made  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  may  receive  back  his 
deposit  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the  payment,  and  he  is  desired 
to  consider  himself  as  having  received  notice  thereof.  But  it  is  not, 
I  apprehend,  competent  to  any  number  of  persons  in  a  partnership 
(unless  they  show  a  contract  rendering  it  competent  to  them)  formed 
for  specified  purposes,  if  they  propcJSe  to  form  a  partnership  for  very 
different  purposes,  to  effect  that  formation  by  calling  upon  some  of 
their  partners  to  receive  their  subscribed  capital  and  interest  and  quit 
thg  concern;  and,  in  effect,  merely  by  compelling  them  to  retire  upon 
sucli  terms,  so  Tnt'nrm  a.  7ifi,in  corri.pn.nij.    This  would,  as  to"  partner^ 

^  Statement  abridged.  Part  of  opinion  omitfed.  The  case  was  first  reported  in 
Gow,  and  has  since  been  reported  in  2  Cooper,  Tempore  Cottenham.  3.')8. — Ed. 
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ships,  be  a  most  dangerous  doctrine.  Wliere  a  partnership  is  dissolved 
(even  where  it  can  be  in  a  sense  dissolved  the  instant  after  notice  to 
dissolve  is  given,  if  there  be  no  contract  to  the  contrary),  iijnuststill 
continue  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up  its  affairs,  of  taking  and  settKng 
all  its  accounts,  and  converting  all  the  property,  means  and  assets  of  the 
partnership  existing  at  the  time  of  the  dissolution  as  beneficially  as  may 
be  for  the  benefit  of  all  who  were  partners,  according  to  their  respective 
shares  and  interests;  and  the  other  partners  cannot  say  to  him,  tc 
whom  they  have  given  an  offer  of  his  deposit  and  interest,  Take  that, 
and  niie.  (M^  a  new  cotm^umy,  keeping  the  effects,  means,  assets,  and 
prnpeftFof  the  old,  as  thepropertv  of  the  new  partnership. 
" — fnrHe  company  will  in3emnlfy  thfe  plamtilt  agamstToss  by  its  trans- 
actions already  had,  or  hereafter  to  be  had,, not  for  the  specified  pur- 
poses of  the  institution.  But  the  right  of  a  partner  is  to  hold  to  the 
specified  purposes  his  partners  whilst  the  partnership  continues,  and  not 
to  rest  upon  indemnities  with  respect  to  what  he  has  not  contracted  to 
engage  in. 

5.  A  dissatisfied  partner  may  sell  his  shares  for  double  what  he 
originally  gave  'fai_them.  But~Ee"^nnot  be  compelledtopaft~''yyith 
them  for  that  reason  ;  it  may  be  his  principal  reason  for  keeping  them, 
having  the  partnership  concern  carried  on  according  to  the  contract. 
The  original  contract  and  the  loss  which  his  partners  would  suffer  by  a 
dissoiutLon7"fe  hia  aciLurily  that  it  shall  be  so  carnea  on  Rr  him  and 
them  beneficially,  and  with  augmented  improvement  in  the  value  of  his 
shares  and  their  shares. 

If  six  persons  joined  in  a  partnership  of  life  assurance,  it  seems  clear 
that  neither  the  majority,  nor  any  select  part  of  them,  nor  five  out  of 
the  six,  could  engage  that  partnership  in  marine  insurances,  unless  the 
contract  of  partnership  expressly  or  impliedly  gave  that  power;  be- 
cause if  this  was  otherwise,  an  individual  or  individuals,  by  engaging 
in  one  specified  concern,  might  be  implicated  in  any  other  concern 
whatever,  however  different  in  its  nature,  against  his  consent. 

But  if  a  part  of  the  six  openly  and  publicly  professed  their  intention 
to  engage  the  partnership  in  another  concern,  and  clearly  and  distinctly 
brought  this  to  the  knowledge  of  one  or  more  of  the  other  partners,  and 
Buch  one  or  more  of  the  other  partners  could  be  clearly  shown  to  hav* 
n/:q^i,ie!^q,eg,  in  such  intention,  and  to  have  permitted  the  other  partners 
to  have  entered  upon  and  to  have  engaged  themselves  and  the  body  in 
such  new  projects,  and  thereby  to  have  placed  their  partners,  so  en- 
gaged, in  difficulties  and  embarrassments,  unless  they  were  permitted 
to  proceed  in  the  farther  execution  of  such  projects,  if  a  court  of  equity 
would  not  go  the  length  of  holding  that  such  conduct  was  consent,  it 
would  scarcely  think  parties  so  conducting  themselves  entitled  to  the 
festinum  remedium  of  injunction. 

It  may  be  taken  that  the  principle  that  would  apply  to  the  partner- 
ship of  six,  will  apply  to  this  partnership  of  600  or  700  ;  340  have  exe- 
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cuted  In  respect  of  not  quite  half  the  number  of  shares  :  there  probablj' 
may  be  therefore  600  or  700  members.  To  those  who  have  not  had 
occasion  to  observe  the  boldness  of  speculation,  it  may  seem  astonishing 
that  persons,  and  so  many  in  number,  should  hava  pngggpd  "fTtfimaelvpa 
in  a  speculation  so  little  explained,  and  undertaken  to  p-xpontp.  deeds, 
of  the  contents  of  which  they  had  so  little  information.  To  those  who 
know  the  difficulty  of  applying  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  to  societies 
constituted  of  such  numbers  of  persons  not  incorporated,  it  is  not  matter 
of  surprise  that  persons,  ignorant  of  those  difficulties,  should  become 
members  of  such  societies  ;  it  may  be  matter  of  surprise  to  them  that 
persons  who  know  the  difficulty  of  applying  those  rules  should  become 
members,  even  where  the  nature  of  the  speculation  is  clearly-  explained, 
and  full  information  is  given  of  the  contents  of  the  deeds  to  be  exe- 
cuted. Much  has  been  done  with  respect  to  the  difficulty  alluded  to,  by 
provisions  how  those  who  have  demands  upon  such  societies  are  to  suei 
and  how  such  societies  are  to  be  sued  ;  much  remains  to  be  done,  and 
particularly  as  to  rendering  simple  and  effectual  the  remedies  of  the 
members  of  such  societies  against  each  other.  It  is  observed  that  the 
members  of  this  society  underwriting  will  be  each  liable  to  the  bank- 
rupt laws.  That  depends  upon  the  act  of  parliament  which  is  to  take 
effect  in  May  next.*  Shares  may  devolve  to  feme  coverts,  infants,  &c. ; 
Dut  whatever  are  the  difficulties,  courts  must  struggle  to  remed}'  them, 
and  to  prevent  particular  members  of  those  bodies  from  engaging  other 
members  in  projects  in  which  thej-  have  not  consented  to  be  engaged, 
or  the  engaging  in  which  they  have  not  encouraged,  assented  to,  em- 
powered, or  acquiesced  in  expressly  or  tacitly,  so  as  to  make  it  not 
equitable  that  the.y  should  seek  to  restrain  them.  The  principles  which 
a  court  would  act  upon  in  the  case  of  a  partnership  of  six  must,  as  far 
as  the  nature  of  things  will  admit,  be  applied  to  a  partnership  of  600. 

The  injunction  was  granted. 

'  5  Geo.  4,  c.  98,  s.  2,  by  which  an  underwriter  is  declared  to  be  a  trader  liable  to 
ihe  bankrupt  laws,  and  see  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  2.  Formerly  it  was  held  that  an  under 
tv^riter,  merely  in  that  character,  could  not  be  a  bankrupt.  Ex  parte  Bell,  IS  Vesey 
]S5. 
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1851.    29  Vermont,  545. 

At  the  time  the  orator  became  a  shareholder,  the  defendant  was 
authorized  to  run  a  railroad  between  specified  points.  Thereafter  the 
legislatur^authorized  an  extension,  and  this  act  was  accepted  by  the 
directors  and  a  majority  of  the  shareholders.  The  orator  sought  to 
restrain  the  use  oLthfi-Corporate  funds  or  credit  in  constructing  such 
extension. 

Bennett,  Chancellor.  The  question  is,  can  the  orator,  upon  such 
a  state  of  facts,  claim,  at  the  hands  of  the  chancellor,  his  injunction. 

It  is  an  admitted  principle,  that  in  partnerships,  and  joint  stock 
^^ssociatJQiis,  the^'  cannot  by  a  vote  of  the  majority  change  or  alter 
their  fundamental  articles  of  copartnershi[)  or  association,  against  the 
will  of  the  minority,  however  small,  unless  thereja_an  exprpss  or  im- 
plied  provision  in  the  articles  themselves  that  they  may  do  it.  It  is 
equally  well  settled,  that  a  court  of  chancery  will,  upon  the  application 
of  an  inaivmial  member  of  a  partnership,  or  joint  stock  association, 
restrain,  by  injunctiomthe  majority  from  using  the  funds  or  pledging 
the  credit  of  the  parSiership  or  association  in  a  business  not  warranted, 
and  not  within,  the  scope  of  their  fundamental  articles  of  agreement. 
Courts  of  equity  treat  such  proceedings  by  a  majoritj',  as  a  fraud  upon 
the  other  members,  which  the3'  will  neither  sanction  or  permit.  To 
prevent  the  commission  of  fraud,  by  injunction,  has  been  one  of  the 
earliest  and  most  appropriate  heads  of  equity  jurisdiction,  as  well  as  to 
relieve  against  it,  when  committed. 

It  was  well  conceded,  in  the  argument  on  the  defense,  that  if  the  cor- 
poration had  been  about  to  proceed  to  a  construction  of  the  contem- 
plated extension  without  the  act  of  1850,  it  would  have  been  a  proper 
case  for  an  injunction.  The  only  question  which  can  be  open  to  debate 
is,  as  to  what  shall  be  t.liP  pfFpp.i-.  nf  ths  act  of  1850.  and  a  subsequent 
adoption  of  the  act  by  the  corporation,  upon  the  individual  rights  of  a 
shareholder  who  joes  not  assent  to  its  adoption  ?  If  bound  by  it,  there 
is  no  equity  in  this  bill,  gt  is,  and  must  be  admitted,  that  the  legisla- 
ture has  no  constitutional  power,  unless  it  be  reserved  in  the  grant,  to 
change  or  alter  an  act  of  incorporation  without  consent,  and  thereby 
cast  upon  the  company  new  and  additional  obligations,  or  take  from 
them  rights  guaranteed  under  the  original  charte?J  And  indeed  this 
the  legislature  have  not  attempted  to  do.  It  is  also  equally  true  that 
it  is  a  part  of  the  law  of  corporations,  that  they  act  according  to  the 
voice  of  themajoriU'.  But  it  is  to  be  remembered,  that  this  is  not  a 
suit  in  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  protect  himself  in  any  corporate 
dght,  but  in  his  own  individual  right,  growing  out  of  the  fact  of  his 
having  become  a  corporator  byliis^bscriptiori  and  its  payment,  to  the 
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capital  stock  of  the  company.  One  of  an  aggregate  corporation  may 
contract  with_tbs  fompany,  as  wrII  as  a  third  pp.raon  :  and  the  riprhts  of 
the  individual  so  contracting  are  no  mor^  diqtiin"t  a't^  inrioponripnt  in 
the  one  case  than  in  ths  nthpr.  The  plaintiff,  by  his  subscription,  as- 
sumed to  pay  to  the  corporation,  and  only  for  the  puruose  specified  in 
the  charter,  its  amount,  according  to  the  assessments ;  and  there  was 
at  the  same  time  a  trust  created,  and  an  implied  assumption  on  the 
part  of  the  corporation,  to  apply  it  to  that  object,  and  none  other. 
The  corporation  also  assumed  upon  themselves  to  account  to  this  cor- 
porator for  his  share  of  the  dividends,  when  this  road  should  be  com- 
pleted and  put  in  operation,  and  for  his  share  of  capital  stock,  though 
not  in  numero.  The  charter,  in  this  case,  gives  to  the  state  the  right 
to  purchase  out  the  road  of  the  corporation,  after  a  given  number  of 
years,  upon  certain  terms  therein  specified.  The  relation  between  each 
original  shareholder  and  the  corporation  is  the  same.  The  obligation 
of  the  contract  between  the  legislature  and  the  corpoi'ation,  after  an 
acceptance  of  the  cliarter,  is  no  more  sacred  than  that  wiiich  is  created 
between  the  corporation  and  the  individual  corporator.  Does  any  one 
suppose  the  legislature  could,  without  the  consent  of  parties,  absolve  a 
corporator  from  liabilitv  on  his  wiihfirrip*'i""  ♦ft.tlie  corporation,  or 
modify  ]*.?  gnH  pftp  thi^y  tin  tihe_reverse  of  it? 

It  is  conceded  that  there  is  a  class  of  alterations  in  a  charter,  which 
the  corporation  may  obtain  and  adopt,  that  would  not  so  essentially 
change  the  contract  as  to  absolve  the  corporator  from  his  subscription, 
or  give  him  a  right  to  complain  in  a  court  of  justice,  in  case  he  had 
previously  paid  it.  Where  the  object  of  the  modification  or  alteration 
of  the  charter  is  auxiliary  to  the  original  object  of  it,  and  designed  to 
enable  the  corporation  to  carry  into  execution  the  very  purpose  of  the 
original  grant,  with  more  facility'  and  more  beneficially  than  they  other- 
wise could,  the  original  corporator  cannot  complain ;  and  1  should  ap- 
prehend  it  would  make  no  difference  with  the  rights  of  a  corporation, 
in  such  a  case,  though  he  could  show  that  the  charter,  as  amended,  was 
less  beneficial  to  the  corporators  than  the  original  one  would  have  been. 
TliFground  upon  which  such  amendments  bind  the  corporator,  I  deem  to 
be  his  own  consent.  When  he  becomes  a  corporator  by  his  signing  for 
a  portion  of  the  capital  stock,  he  in  effect  agrees  to  the  by-laws,  rules, 
and  votes  of  the  companj-,  and  there  is  an  implied  assent,  on  his  part, 
with  the  corporation,  that  thev  may  a[)plv  for^  and  adopt  such  amend- 
ments as  are  within  ♦t'p  "'^•"pp,  f"d  designed  to  promote  the  execution 
gn.he  original  purpose  ;  and  he  signs,  and  the  corporation  receive  his 
subscription,  subject  to  such  implied  contingency  ;  and  if  we  regard  it 
in  the  nature  of  a  licens/C.  only,  it  would  not  alter  the  principle.  Both 
parties  having  acted  upon  it,  it  would  not  be  countermandable. 

But  suppose  the  object  of  the  alteration  is  a  fundamental  change  in 
the  original  purpose,  and  designed  to  superadd  to  it  something  which 
is  beyond  and  aside  of  it ;  does  the  same  principle  apply  ?  [After  cit- 
ing and  commenting  on  various  cases,  the  last  of  which  is  Hartford 
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&  N.  H.  E.  Co.  V.  Croswell,  5  Hill,  385,  the  learned  Chancellor  pro- 
ceeds :]  Chief  Justice  Nelson,  in  his  opinion,  lays  down  this  general 
proposition,  "that  corporations  can  exercise  no  power  over  the  corpo- 
rators, be;^Tifl  t.Vinse  conferred  by  the  charter  to  which  they^ve  sub- 
scribed, except  on  the  condition  of  their  agreement  nr  o.nnRpnt." 

"This  is  a  sound  proposition.  TEe  consent  or  assent  may,  however, 
be  implied  in  a  class  of  cases,  as  has  already  been  stated,  where  the 
amendment  is  not  regarded  as  fundamental,  and  can  be  brought  within 
the  scope  of  theoriginal  purpose  of  the  association  ;  and  this  is  going 
to  the  TervYerge  of  the  powers  of  the  corporation.  It  is  difficult,  and 
would  be  unwigfi,  to  attempt  to  lay  down  any  ^eiifiraLxules_to  determine 
in  what  precise  cases  the  assent  of  the  corporator  should  be  implied, 
and  in  what  not.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  present  purpose  to  say,  that 
his  assent  cannot  be  implied,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  from  a  majority 
vote.  Courts  may  differ,  and  doubtless  will,  in  regard  to  what  alter- 
ations shall  be  sufficient  to  constitute  a  fundamental  change.  But  in 
the  present  case,  I  think,  on  this  point  there  can  be  but  one  opinion. 
The  termini  of  the  road,  as  fixed  by  the  charter,  are  Burlington,  and 
some  point  on  the  west  bank  of  Connecticut  River,  in  the  county  of 
"Windsor  or  Windham.  The  capital  stock  is  one  million  of  dollars,  with 
a  right  in  the  corporation  to  increase  it  to  an  amount  sufHcient  to  com- 
plete said  road,  and  furnish  the  necessary  apparatus  for  conveyance. 
The  supplementary  act  of  1850  purports  to  authorize  the  corporation, 
within  three  years,  to  construct  and  extend  their  railroad  from  the 
terminus  in  Burlington,  to  some  point  in  Swanton,  in  the  county  of 
Franklin,  a  distance  of..about_Jlii£j#_[ttiles ;  and  the  act  provides  that 
in  the  construction  of  the  road,  thej'  shall  have  all  the  rights  and  privi- 
leges, and  be  subject  to  all  the  liabilities,  contained  in  their  original 
charter,  and  the  acts  in  addition  to  it. 

The  franchise  granted  to  this  company  was  Jicrritorial ;  and  an  ex- 
tension  of  the  termini  necessarily  is  an  exte"si""  "f  the  franchisei  It 
cannot  remain  the  same  thing  in  substance,  until  it  can  be  established 
that  a  part  is  equal  to  the  whole.  Besides,  the  company  may  increase 
the  capital  stock  tf>  mwh  arlrlit.iQnal  sum  as  shall  be  necessary  to  cob- 
3truct  the  extension. 

The  statute  of  1850  is  little  less  in  effect,  if  anything,  than  an  at- 
tempt to  create  in  a  summary  manner,  and  by  the  way  of  reference,_a_^ 
^evy_cojpnratiQn,  and  to  transfer  i^ll  the  old  nnrpnrators  to  it.  If  all 
the  corporators  had  assented  to  this  transfer,  it  was  well  enough.  The 
change  in  the  purpose  was  not  more  fundamental  in  the  case  from  the 
5th  of  Hill  than  in  this.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  business  should 
hfi_ohanged  in  IrinH,  tp^^hanigp  t.hp.  Qriejinal  purpose^  If  this  is  noTa 
change  in  purpose,  it  would  not  be  to  extend  the  road  in  one  direction 
to  Canada  hne,  and  in  the  other  to  Massachusetts  line  ;  and  there  would 
be  no  limits  to  the  control  which  the  corporation  might  acquire  over  the 
individual  corporators,  and  this,  too,  without  their  consent,  except 
,what  ajuseg  from  the  confinfis^^tLiegialatiye-authority. 
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The  change,  then,  in  the  charter  being  ftindamental  and  the  corpora- 
tion not  being  able  to  bind  the  plaintiff  by  a  majority  vote,  what  must 
be  the  result?  If  he  had  been  sued  for  an  assessment  upon  his  stock, 
he  might  have  claimed  that  he  was  absolved  from  all  liability  upon  the 
acceptance  of  the  amendment.  And  is  not  this  reasonable  ?  Shall  it 
be  said  that  the  legislature  and  the  corporation  have  power  to  embark 
this  corporator  in  a  speculation  to  which  he  has  nev^r  ponssntpd?  If 
it  can  be  done  in  one  case  it  can  in  another.  But  havingpaid  his  funds 
intn  thg  Pnrpr>^-^,f.ion .  he  has  a  right.  |p  fhgn(^Pt■y  t.n  prirnpel  a  faithful 
performance  of  the  trust  by  the  corporation,  in  conformity  to  the  origi- 
nal charter,  and  lo  keep  them  withinit.s  purview.  No  one  can  suppose 
that  upon  the  payment  of  his  subscription,  the  personal  identity  of  the 
plaintiff  was  merged  in  the  corporation,  or  that  he  ceased  to  have  dis- 
tinct and_indgpeiidfiiil_dghts.  In  Rex  V.  Eastern  Counties  Kailwajr 
Company,  1  Eng.  Railway  Cases  509,  the  King's  Bench  issued  a  man- 
damus, upon  the  application  of  a  minoritj-,  against  the  company,  direct- 
ing them  to  proceed  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  which  had  been 
chartered  between  two  points,  the  corporation  having  stopped  short  of 
one  of  the  termini,  and  voted  to  go  no  further. 

In  the  case  before  us,  it  must  follow,  if  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  by 
the  conjoined  effect  of  the  act  of  1850,  and  a  majority  vote  of  the  cor- 
poration, the  defendants  can  stand  on  np  better  ground,  than  a  volun- 
tary association,  who  are  about  to  go  beyond  and  aside  of  their  original 
articles,  against  the  will  of  a  minorit3'.  This,  in  effect,  was  conceded 
in  the  argument.  There  was  nothing  improper  in  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  1850,  though  upon  the  application  of  a  portion  of  the  directors 
of  the  companj',  as  stated  in  the  bill.  No  attempt  is  made  by  the 
legislature  to  impair  the  obligation  of  any  contract  between  themselves 
and  the  corporation,  or  to  cast  upon  the  company  any  new  and  addi- 
tional burthens  without  their  consent.  There  was  no  attempt  to  impair 
any  contract  arising  under  the  prior  charter,  between  the  corporation 
and  the  corporator  as  an  individual,  or  disturb  any  vested  right  in 
either.  The  act  is  not  mandatory;  and  there  is,  in  fa  ft.,  an  impHpf) 
condition" annexed  to  it,  that  it  is  to  be  accepted  by  all  whose  individual 
and  corporate  inticrests  ace  to  be  affected  bj^  it,  before  it.  shall  become 
operative.  But  suppose  this  act  had  been  mandatory  upon  the  corpo- 
ration and  the  several  stockholders,  to  build  this  extension  in  the  road 
within  three  3'ears ;  would  not  all  cry  out  against  its  jjalpable  injus- 
tice? Suppose,  instead  of  this,  the  legislature  had  left  itoptional  with 
the  corporation  to  accept  or  reject  the  act  of  1850,  and  had  provided, 
that  in  case  of  the  acceptance  of  the  amendment  by  the  corporation,  it 
should  bind  the  corporators  who  dissented  from  it.  or  did  not  a.s.tient 
to  it,  and  this_toOj-in-thoir  individual  rights ;  would  there  not  be  the 
same  reason  to  cry  out  against  it?  Would  it  not,  by  its  carrying  a 
stockholder  into  an  enterprise  which  he  had  never  consented  to,  and 
changing  the  principles  of  .liability  between  the  corporation  and  the 
mdividual  corporator  from  what  they  were  under  the  original  compacti 
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Impair  antl  disturb  vested  rights  under  it?  I  liave  no  hesitation  in  say- 
ing, tliat,  in  my  opinion,  it  would  be  beyond  the  pale  of  the  constitu- 
tional authority  of  the  legislature. 

In  Ellis  V.  Marshall,  2  Mass.  269,  it  was  held  that  no  man  could  be 
nnfljo^y  f,nf  r.f  iog;oiat;,^n^  g  momhRr  of  an  agofregate  corporation 
'^wiThniit  h's  pprannal  i^onap.pt ;  and  the  same  principle  would  seem  to 
apply  when  he  is  asked  to  remain  and  become  a  corporator  under  a 
supplementary  act,  to  be  attached  to  and  become  a  part  of  the  charter, 
■where  that  which  it  is  proposed  to  superadd  is  vital,  and  constitutes  a 
fundamental  change  in  the  charter,  which  is  but  the  constitution  of  the 
company. 

[The  learned  Chancellor  here  discussed  various  authorities,  includ- 
ing Ware  v.  Grand  Junction  Water  Co.,  2  Eussell  and  Mylne,  461. 
In  reference  to  this  case,  he  said  (inter  alia)  : 

"1  apprehend,  that  the  views  expressed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in 
that  case,  if  sound,  must  rest  upon  one  of  two  grounds ;  either  that 
the  change  asked  for  in  the  charter  was  not  a  fundamental  one,  or 
else  upon  the  ground  of  the  transcendent  powers  of  a  British  parlia- 
ment. ...  It  is  evident  that  Lord  Brougham  .  .  .  grounds  himself 
upon  the  sovereign  and  uncontrollable  powers  of  the  parliament.  .  .  . 
But  with  us,  no  legislature  can  transcend  the  bounds  of  the  constitu- 

Tte  Rutland  and  Burlington  Railroad  Company  is  but  a  private 
corporation,  so  far  as  the  stockholders  are  concerned ;  though  as  it 
regards  the  powers  of  the  legislature  to  authorize  the  taking  of  private 
property  for  public  use,  it  may  be  said  to  be  a  qua  public  corporation. 
The  stock  is  owned  by  individuals  who  compose  the  corporation,  and 
from  which  they  design  to  derive  a  profit;  and  they  manage  the 
business  in  view  to  their  own  interest;  and  it  does  not  become  a 
public  corporation  because  the  public  interests  may  be  incidentally 
promoted  by  it.  In  principle  it  is  like  a  turnpike,  a  canal,  or  bridge 
charter ;  Ten  Eych  v.  Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal  Compai^f,  3  Harr. 
(N.  J.)  200.  I  think  it  is  obvious  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  upon 
principle  and  authority,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  in  his  indi- 
vidual rights  as  a  corporator,  by  force  of  the  act  of  1860  and  the 
majority  vote  of  the  corporation,  without  his  individual  assent.  In 
the  case  of  public  corporations,  as  in  towns,  counties,  &c.,  a  different 
rule  may  obtain.  The  distinction  between  private  and  public  associ- 
ations and  corporations  has  been  well  settled  since  the  days  of  Lord 
Coke.     fCoke  Little.  181,  b.) 

In  case  of  j)ublic_ ^jHanmatiinns^  and  corporations  the  public  good  re- 
quires that  the  voice  of  the  majority  should  govern,  and  hence  the 
power  is  more  favorably  expounded  than  when  created  for  private 
purposes ;  and  it  would  seem  that  public  convenience  required  the 
adoption  of  such  a  rule.  But  in  case,  nf  pTJvate  associations  and  cor- 
porations  it  is  not  the  doctrine  that  a  majority  can  bind  the  iniiioiity 
in~armatt6fT)eyond  and  aside  of  their  original  articles_^Laa§ociaEiDli, 
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or  charter  of  incorporation,  unless  it  be  by  special  agreement  giving 
such  jower.  wMoh  must  be  a  part  of  the  original  associatio_n. 

If,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  the  majority  cannot  bind  the  minority, 
it  is  plain  that  there  is  an  equity  in  this  bill,  and  that  the  defendants 
can  stand  in  no  better  situation  than  if  they  had,  by  a  vote  of  the 
company,  proceeded  to  build  the  extension,  and  to  apply  the  funds 
and  credit  of  the  corporation  to  that  purpose,  without  any  additional 
act  of  the  legislature. 

This  doctrine  of  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon  [in  Natuseh  v.  Irving']  ^ 
necessarily  grows  out  of  the  doctrine  that  it  is  the  business  of  courts 
of  justice  to  enforce  the  contracts  of  parties,  not  to  make  them.  To 
give  to  courts  not  only  the  power  to  enforce,  but  also  the  power  to 
PTglrf,  ""  °-'^°n  Tnoi^ify  in  one  iota  a  confaact_fair1y  marlp,  wnnlrl  be 
the  rankest_desi2Q±iam_ 

~  '±'ne"ground  assumed  is,  that  this  corporation  had  the  funds  of  the 
original  stockholders  for  an  object  distinctly  defined  in  the  original 
charter,  and  that  they  cannot  be  allowed  to  apply  them  to  any  other 
purpose  whatever,  without  the  consent  of  the  stockholders,  and  that  to 
do  it  would  be  a  breach  of  trust. 

Jn_rpgi^rfl  tn  tho  t^xpediencv  ftf  h»-;ng;nrr  tViia  T^ill  tTio  nhannpHor  cnn-  /C> c-./^'^-^-t. 
Tint,  and  baa  nr>  right.  f.n  j'ldg"  The  orator  has  the  constitutional  and  i^„x^ 
sole  right  of  determining  this  matter ;  and  if  he  thinks  it  expedient,  we 
must  acquiesce  in  it ;  and  no  plea  of  the  public  good  or  inequality 
of  interests  involved  can  justify  the  chancellor  in  denying  to  the  orator 
a  right  which  is  clearly  accorded  to  him  by  well  established  chancery 
principles.  The  public  good  is  best  promoted  by  an  impartial  adminis- 
tration of  justice  according  to  the  nglit  of  the  case ;  and  courts  can- 
not measure  the  equality  or  inequality  of  interests  in  the  litigant  parties 
and  make  that  a  basis  for  a  decisjr)ni  nntiwithstandina:  what  has  been 
urgedin  the  argument 

"■^here  it  is  clearly  shown  that  a  corporation  is  about  to  exceed  its 
powers,  and  to  apply  their  funds  or  credit  to  some  object  beyond  their 
authority,  it  would,  if  the  purpose  of  the  corporation  was  carried  out, 
constitute  a  breach  of  trust ;  and  a  court  of  equity  cannot  refuse  to 
give  relief  by  injunction.  See  Agar  v.  The  Regent's  Canal  Company, 
Cooper's  Eq.  77 ;  The  River  Dun  Navigation  Company  v.  North  Mid- 
land Railway  Company,  1  Eng.  Railwav  Cases  153-4. 

It  cannot  justify  the  chancellor  in  refusing  to  exercise  the  juris- 
diction of  chancery  because  the  defendants  may  claim  the  right  to 
proceed  under  color  of  the  act  of  1850.  It  is  a  settled  principle  that 
the  circumstance  of  the  defendant's  acting  under  color  of  law,  simply, 
can  form  no  justification.  The  question,  after  all,  will  be :  does  the 
law  justify  the  act  which  is  being  done,  or  threatened  to  be  done  ? 
Oshom  V.  The  Bank  of  the  United  States,  9  Wheaton,  738.  If  a  law 
is  unconstitutional  it  can  give  no  authority.  If  the  power  it  confers 
is  abused  oi  exceeded,  the  person  acting  under  the  color  of  law  is  a 
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wrong  doer.  In  tlie  case  at  bar  the  corporation  had  no  power  to  build 
the  extension  under  their  original  charter ;  and  the  act  of  1850  is  not 
binding  upon  the  orator  without  his  consent. 

The  injunction  must  therefore  be  allowed,  but  only  so  far  as  to  re- 
strain the  defendants  until  the  further  order  of  the  chancellor  from 
applying  the  present  funds  of  the  corporation,  or  their  income  from 
the  present  road,  either  directly  or  indirectly  to  the  purpose  of  build- 
ing said  extension  in  said  road,  or  to  pay  land  damages  and  other 
expenses  which  may  be  contingent  upon  the  building  of  it ;  and  also 
from  using  or  pledging,  directly  or  indiregtly,  ^Iir  credit  of  the  corpo- 
ratiffiojneffecting  the  object  of  the"RytPTigiDn  ;^^d,  at  the  same  time 
the  company  wTirbe  leftat  liberty  to  build  the  ey^^ensmn  with  a,ny 
new  funds  which  they  may  see  fit  to  obtain  for  that  spp^ifi'*  "bj^^]} 

Though  this  is  but  an  interlocutory  decree,  made  upon  the  plaintiff's 
eqtiitable  rights  as  disclosed  in  the  bill,  still  it  having  been  twice 
argued,  and  it  being  a  case  of  considerable  interest  and  importance,  I 
have  deemed  it  proper  to  publish,  somewhat  at  length,  the  grounds  of 
my  opinion.  "To  err  is  human;"  and  if,  upon  more  mature  consid- 
eration, the  conclusion  of  my  own  mind  shall  be  found  to  be  unsound, 
and  not  in  accordance  with  principle  and  authority,  I  rejoice  that  they 
may  be  corrected  by  a  superior  tribunal. 

After  the  above  decision  was  announced,  and  before  the  injunction 

as  issued,  the  defendants  proposed  to. file  bondfi  tn  inrlpmnify  the 
plaintiff  against  all  damages  which  he  might  sustain  by  reason  of  the 
extension ;  upon  which  the  chancellor  suggested,  that  he  did  not  deem 
it  competent  for  him  to  make  contracts  for  the  parties ;  and  that  upon 
the  authority  of  the  case  of  Natusch  v.  Irving  et  al.,  it  could  make  no 
difference,  if  filed,  in  the  result. 
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1902.    112  Witcondn,  516. 

Marshall,  J.  The  ground  upon  which  a  member  of  a  corporation 
is  permitted  to  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  enforce  a  cause  of 
action  in  favor  of  the  latter  is  that  he  has  an  interest  in  the  corporate 
affairs  needing  protection,  which  cannot  be  protected  otherwise  than 
by  an  enforcement  of  the  cause  of  action  of  the  corporation,  and  that 
such  enforcement  cannot  be  had,  and  justice  will  entirely  fail,  if  he  ia 
not  pernuttgd  to  stand  for  those  persons  having  the  primary  right  to 
act.  In  order  that  the  situation  in  that  regard  may  be  complete  to  the 
satisfaction  of  equity,  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  such  personsjnli 


,/^^  flot  perform  their  duty.     That  may  be  done  in  either  of  two  ways : 
■^'M)  0  By  showing  that  they  have  neglected  or  refused  to  proceed  after  being 

K/^  requested  so  to  do  by  some  person  or  persons  whose  requests  jn  that 
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regard  should_be  honorei^ ;  or  by  showing,  expressly  or  by  necessary 
""inference,  thatThey  are  so  concerned  in  the  wrong  to  be  redressed,  and 
hostile  to  any  vindication  or  attempt  to  vindicate  the  corporate  rights, 
that  it  is  reasonably  certain  that  a  request  to  them  to  proceed  to  that 
end  by  judicial  remedies  would  be  unavailing.  Observations  may  be 
found  in  some  legal  opinions  tending  to  convey  the  idea  that  a  demand 
upon  the  proper  corporate  officers  to  enforce  a  corporate  right  of  ac-  ^^^^ 
tion,  and  their  refusal  so  to  do,  regardless  of  circumstances,  is  a  '^^'^'M^^^^^m^i^ 
dition  precedent  to  the  right  of  a  member  of  a  corporation  to  stand  i^ '^'T^^^Tj^ 
their  place  and  do  their  duty.  Such  is  not  the  law.  If  it  appears,  -^r'^'^^ 
reasonably,  by  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  in  a  suit  instituted 
by  a  member  of  a  corporation  in  its  right,  that  those  persons  in  whom 
the  duty  and  the  primary  right  rests  to  represent  it  will  not  perform 
that  duty,  from  any  cause,  a  case  is  thereby  presented,  subject  to  proof, 
entitling  an  interested  person,  such  as  a  taxpayer  in  case  of  a  muni- 
cipal or  pnlitinal  corporation,  to  protect  his  right  and  that  of  all  others 
similarly  situated,  1^.  suing  in  his  and  their  behalf,  and  presenting 
to  a  court  for  adjudication  the  cause  of  action  of  the  corporation. 
Bond  V.  W.,  P.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  66  Wis.  108  ;  Franey  v.  Warner,  96  Wis. 
222 ;  Cunningham  v.  Wechselberg,  105  Wis.  359  ;  Land,  L.  &  L.  Go.  v. 
Mclntyre,  100  Wis.  245 ;  Egaard  v.  Dahlke,  109  Wis.  366.  The  com- 
plaint in  this  case,  and  the  proofs  as  well,  fully  satisfy  that  test.  It 
is  alleged  and  proved  that  the  county  board  of  Douglas  County,  for 
a  long  period  of  time  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  had 
been  accustomed  to  audit  and  order  paid,  sheriff's  bills  for  large 
amounts,  covering  almost  all  branches  of  his  ofBcial  labor,  that  were 
not  legally  chargeable  against  the  county ;  that  their  practice  in  that 
regard,  and  to  a  considerable  extent  that  of  their  predecessors  in  office, 
had  been  approved  by  their  legal  adviser,  and  that  they  believed  the 
same  to  be  legal.  Any  attempt  to  recover  back  money  illegally  paid, 
therefore,  upon  his  illegal  claims,  or  to  prevent  such  payment,  involved 
a  charge  against  the  members  of  the  board  of  having  wrongfully,  either 
through  ignorance  or  something  worse,  caused  the  county  revenues  to 
be  dissipated.  The  case  made  shows  that  if  the  sheriff  be  guilty  of 
obtaining  money  on  illegal  bills,  the  members  of  the  board  are  guilty 
partieJEants  in  the  wrong.  That  they  would  turn  against  themselves, 
rmppaoTiiTior  fi\\MT  nw]j^transactions,  confessing  tnat  they  nad  misused 
their  positions  and  squandered  the  revenues  of  the  county  to  the 
aniount  of  many  thousands  of  dollars,  "even  though  they  were  not 
•— gnttty  pt  a.ny  had  faith  in  the  matter,  would  have  been_a,n  p.Yhihit.inn 
dTinoral  heroism  in  office  not  reasonably  to  be  expected.  Therefore, 
there  were  but  two  courses  for  taxpayers  to  pursue :  Submit  to'  the 
wrong,  or  invoke  the  aid  of  the  court  in  this  form  of  action  for  redress. 
The  rule  above  discussed  is  not  deemed  controlling,  necessarily,  in 
this  case,  for  the  following  reason  :  It  applies  only  when  thejprimary 
ri^t  involved  is  the  right  of  the  corporation,  which  it  might  and 
ought  to  enforce.    It  does  not  concern  the  action  of  a  member  of  a 
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corporation  to  protect  his  own  interests  which  are  of  a  primary  nature. 
The  distinction  must  not  be  lost  sight  of,  between  where  the  right  of 
a  member  of  a  corporation  is  prhnary,  such  as  that  to  prevent  the 
unlawful  expenditure  of  corporate  funds,  and  where  it  is  secondary, 
as  that  to  recover  for  the  benefit  of  the  corporation,  money  unlawfully 
expended.  Every  member  of  the  corporate  body,  in  the  first  situation 
suggested,  is  primarily  interested  in  having  the  corporate  oificers  pre- 
vented from  transcending  their  powers  or  violating  the  organic  act  of 
the  corporate  body  in  any  way.  Pomeroy,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1093.  There  is 
obviously  no  way  of  enforcing  that  right'  except  by  a  resortjQ_equity, 
and  its  doors  are  always  open  to  any  proper  case  of  that  kind.  The 
relief  sought  in  such  cases  is  preventative,  but  any  other  relielisjob- 
tainable  which  may  be  necessa.ry,  in  the  given  case,  to  dojiomplete 
justice_inthejaatter.  To  that  end  relief  may  be  given  which  is  ap- 
propriate to  a  state  of  facts  which,  of  themselves,  would  be  a  proper 
subject  for  an  independent  suit  by  the  corporation,  or  suit  in  its  right 
by  a  member  thereof,  if  such  facts  can  be  reasonably  considered  so  far 


germane  to  the  main  cause  of  action  as  to  be  deemed  a  part  of  it. 
Pomeroy,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1093.  Such  is  the  situation  here.  The  main 
cause  of  action  was  to  put  an  end  to  a  course  of  allowing  ille^l  sheriff's 
charges  that  had  been  in  vogue  in  Douglas  County  for  a  long  time,  and 
to  enjoin  the  countyfrom  paying  a  large  amount  of  such  charges  that 
had  been  allowed  and  were  about  to  be  discharged  by  the  issuance  of 
county  orders  and  the  payment  thereof.  That  necessarily  brought 
before  the  court  the  transactions  in  regard  to  the  actual  disbursement 
of  money  upon  illegal  bills,  to  the  end  that  any  legitimate  indebted- 
ness, found  due  on  unpaid  bills,  might  be  discharged  in  whole  or  in 
part  by  money  already  received  by  the  sheriff,  to  which  he  was  not 
entitled,,  and,  incidental!;^  to  restore_to  the_coajii;xJreasury  any  ex- 
cess  of  money  il^gally^paid  to  him,  ovci'-amLabove  the  legal  part  of 

__such  unpa.id  bills.  All  of  the  matters  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
court  were  either  directly  or  indirectly  involved  in  the  cause  of  action 
for  preventative  relief.  That  rendered  unnecessary  any  showing  of 
compliance  with  the  rule  first  discusaed  as  a,  condition  precedent  to 

^EEe^aintenance  of  the  suIE       - 
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1897.    83 /"erf.  17. 

Dallas,  Circuit  Judge.  This  is  a  suit  in  equity,  brought  by  a  share- 
holder of  the  Bancroft  Company  against  that  corporation  and  Victor^ 
G.  Bloede.  Its  objects  are  to  compel  Bloede  to  surrender  to  the  Ban- 
CToft  Company,  for  cancellation,  certain  shares  of  its  stock,  and  to 
repay  to  that  company  money  which  he  has  received  as  .dividends  on 
that  stock,  and  also  to  prevent  any  further  payments  to  him  oL  divi; 
dends  now  or  hereafter  declared.  The  relief  thus  sought  is  claimed 
upon  the  grounds :  First,  that  Bloede  obtained  the  shares  in  question 
from  the  Bancroft  Company  by  means  of  false  and  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations  made  by  him  to  its  ofi&cers ;  and,  second,  that  the  agreement 
to  exfihange.shares  of  the  stock  of  the  Bancroft  Company  for  a  like 
number  of  shares  of  the  Victor  G.  Bloede  Company,  in  pursuance  and 
consummation  of  which  the  Bancroft  Company  issued  its  shares  to  .  ,  i 
Bloede,  was  not  authorized  by  the  charter  of  the  Bancroft  Company,  '^-  - 
and  was  in  violation  of  the  statutes  of  Delaware,  and  of  the  rights  of 
the  complainant  as  a  stockholder  of  the  Bancroft  Company.  It  is  not 
alleged  that  any  application  had  been  made  to  the  corporation,  or  to 
its  of&cers  or  managing  body,  to  remedy  the  alleged  wrong,  or  to  in- 
stitute suit  to  that  end ;  and  inasmuch  as,  for  this  reason  solely,  the 
demurrer  of  the  defendant  Bloede  must,  in  my  opinion,  be  sustained, 
no  other  question  will  be  considered.  It  is  not  requisite  to  determine 
whether  or  not  the  ninRty-fniiTt.li  equity  rnle  is  applicable  to  this  case, 
for  my  judgment  is  based  upon  the  general  principle,  which,  quite  in- 
jjependenjly  of  that  rule,  is  well  settled,  that  a  stockholder  who  con- 
ceives that  his  rights,  as  such^  have  been  iTiva(^eT7^7~a:re  impRrjIarl 
either  bX-SB-  t^ct  done  orUJireatened  by  the  corporation,  or  by  any 
transactinri  nf  a.  t.birf]  party  with  it,  must,  before  he  can  himself  suc- 
cessfully invoke  the  aid  of  a.  court  of  justice,  seek  redress  within  the 
corporation  of  which  he  is  a  member,  or  properly  endeavor  to  obtain 
suit  to  be  brought  in  its  name  and  on  its  behalf.  Dunphy  v.  Associa- 
tion, 146  Mass.  495,  16  N.  E.  426 ;  Holton  v.  Railway  Co.,  138  Pa.  St. 
Ill,  20  Atl.  937  ;  Holton  v.  Wallace,  23  C.  C.  A.  71, 77  Fed.  61 ;  Hawes 
V.  Oakland,  104  U.  S.  450.  The  prayers  for  cancellation  of  stock 
issued  to  Bloede,  and  for  the  repayment  by  him  of  the  dividends  here- 
tofore paid  thereon,  manifestly  and  necessarily  concede  that  the  alleged 
rights  upon  which  they  are  founded  are,  if  existent,  rights  ^of  the  cor- 
poration. What  is  asked  is  that  the  delivery  of  the  shares  and  repay- 
ment  of  dividends  shall  be  required  to  be  made  to  the  Bancroft  Com- 
pany, and,  of  course,  if  there  be  a  right  to  have  either  of  these  things 
done,  it  must  be  because  that  company,  not  a  shareholder^  is  entitled 

t.nt}ip.  i^eli  very  a.nH  rRpaymftnt.Hpma.ni^aH       I  cannot  agree  with  counsel 

orcomplainant  that,  because  the  dealing  of  the  corporation  with  Bloede 
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is  charged  to  have  been  ultra  vires,  this  bill  may  be  maintained  with- 
out previous  efEort  having  been  made  to  induce  action  by  the  corpora- 
tion. The  question  is  not  as  to  the  right  of  a  member  of  a  corporation 
to  redress  for  unlawful  acts  of  any  character  which  affect  him  inju- 
riously.  The  allegation  either  of  deceit  committed  by  Bloede  or  of 
illegal  action  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  may,  it  is  assumed,  without 
deciding,  give  this  plaintiff  title  to  relief,  yet  the  condition  none  the 
less  exists  that  he  should  have  sought  to  move  the  corporation  to  action 
before  appealing'to  the  court  himself. 

The  prayer  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Bancroft  Company  from 
paying  any  further  dividends  to  Bloede  cannot  avail  to  sustain  this 
bill.  There  is  no  allegation  whatever  of  any  actual  disagreement  De- 
tween  that  corporation  and  this  complainant,  and  the  only  averment 
in  supposed  support  of  this  particular  prayer  is  "  that^other  dividends 
will  be  declfiiiTrl  "^  ^"^'^  a>igi-og  nf  atn^T^,  whioh.  together  with  said  un- 
paid dividerfls^  -will  bp.  pai(1  "  How  it  is  known,  or  why  it  is  believed, 
lEatsuch  payments  "  will  be "  made  is  not  evensuggested,  and  it 
cannot  be  doubted  that,  if  the  corporation  or  its  oflicers  had  been 

requested  not  to   make  thftm,  and    Tiarl    vpft^aeA    pnmp]j^.np.A_with    tha.t, 

request,  those  facts  would  have  bep^^  rliatinntly  stal^Afj  In  Cook, 
StDckT-Stockh.  &  Corp.  Law,  §  297,  cited  for  the  complainant,  it  is  said, 
it  is  true,'  that  "  a  court  of  equity  will,  upon  a  proper  application,  grant 
an  injunction  to  prevent  the  transfer  of  illegally  issuea  stock,  or  the 
payment  of  dividends  thereon  " ;  but  the  author  proceeds  to  define 
what  he  means  by  "  a  proper  application "  by  adding,  in  accordance 
with  the  authorities,  that  "  a  suit  to  that  end  may  be  commenced  either 
by  the  corporation,  or  by  the  stockholders  themselves  in  their  own 
behalf,  where  the  cnrpnra.tinn  fails  nr  refuses  to  institute  it."  It  may 
well  be  questioned  whether  the  bald  assertion  that  an  act  will  be  done 
by_another,  unacnompanied  by  the  disclosure  of  any  circumstanceJiQ 
give  it  weight  or  credence,  should  be  regarded  as  a  fact  well  pleaded, 
and  theretore  to  be,  m  general,  taken  as  true  upon  dennirrery  Aside 
from  tms,  however,  the  court,  i  tnink,  is  not  precluded,  even  on  de- 
murrer, from  looking  to  its  own  record  in  the  cause  for  any  aid  which 
it  may  lend  for  the  ascertainment  of  the  actual  verity  of  an  allegation 
so  unsatisfactorily  made  as  that  under  consideration  {Railroad  Co.  v. 
Crroeok,  68  Fed.  609-612)  ;  and  the  record  in  this  instance  makes  it 
apparent  that  there  isabsrlntely  nn  gmund  whatever  for  apprehending 
that  any  further  payments  of  anv  kind  jlILbfi,:voluntarily  made  by 
the  BancrofF  Company  to  Bloede.  As  was  said  byJudge  Wales,  in 
disposing  of  the  complainant's  motion  to  remand,  it  appears  from  the 
answer  of  the  Bancroft  Company,  which  was  filed  before  this  demurrer 
was  interposed,  that  there  is  "  no  matter  of  (^igpnt.p,  r,x  s^py  mn<-.rn. 
versy,  between  the  complainant  and  the  defendant  Joseph  Bancroft 
&  Sons  Company:  Onihe  contrary,  it  is  aTpparent  that  their  interests 
in~ffi5'outcome  of  the  present  suit  are  really  the  same,  and  that  they 
are  both  seeking  the  same  objects,  to  wit,  the  return  and  cancellajiion 
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of  the  stock  of  the  Bancroft  &  Sons  Company  which  has  been  issued 
to  Bloede,  the  repayment  of  the  money  paid  to  him  for  dividends 
thereon,  and  an  injunction  to  prevent  the  payments  of  any  further 
dividends  on  that  stock."  To  uphold  this  bill  at  this  stage  merely  be- 
cause it  alleges  that  a  p.ertajnthin^  will  be  done  in  the  future,  without 

Rl:at,mg  t:liP.  grnnni^H  nf  lihal  nhvlnnsly  inferential  allep;ation.  and  de- 
spite the  record  evidence  in  disproof  of  it.  would  be  but  to  invite  per- 
sistence in  a  course  of  procedure  which  can  lead  to  nothing  but  mis- 
directed effort  and  the  unprofitable  expenditure  of  time  and  money. 
It  is  evident  now  that  the  Bancroft  Company  should  have  been  the 
plaintiff  in  this  suit,  and  it  is,  therefore,  I  think,  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  decide  now  —  as  ultimately  it  would  be  compelled  to  do  —  that,  as 
the  suit  of  a  shareholder,  it  cannot  be  maintained.  The  demurrer  is 
allowed,  with  leave  to  the  complainant  to  file  any  motion  which  he 
may  be  advised  to  make  under  rule  35  or  otherwise,  on  or  before  No- 
vember 1,  1897 ;  and  after  date  either  party  may  apply  for  further 
orders  not  inconsistent  with  the  foregoing  opinion. 
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(g)  To  prevent  the  Sale,  or  Lease,  of  all  the  Corporate  Assets. 
PHILLIPS  V.  PEOVIDEFCE   STEAM  ENGINE  CO. 

1399.    21  Ehode  Island,  302. 

Bill  in  Equity  to  restrain  a  sale  ^|_the  property  of  a  corporation, 
ordered  by  ajgte  of  the  maioritYof_tIie  stockholders^  brought  by  a 
minority  stockholder.  The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion.  Heard  on 
bill,  answer,  and  replication.     Bill  dismissed. 

Stiness,  J.  The  complainant,  a  stockholder,  seeks  to  restrain  the 
respondent  corporation  from  disposing  of  its  property.  The  company 
is  doing  business  under  an  extension  by  its  creditors,  in  the  terms  of 
which  an  installment  becomes  due  in  November  next.  It  is  agreed 
that  this  cannot  be  met,  and  that  the  company  will  be  unable  to  ei'o  on 
in  business  because  the  creditors  refuse  a  further  extension.  In  view 
of  these  facts,  an  arrangement  has  been  made  to  form  a  new  company, 
in  which  creditors  holding  extension  notes  will  take  preferred  stock 
to  the  extent  of  one-half  of  their  claims,  while  oth«c  subscribers  will 
furnish  piinngb  nnsh  in  piiy  for  thf'  plant  and  provide  a  working  capi- 
tal. The  terras  of  the  proposed  sale  give  to  the  present  stockholders 
$70,000  over  and  above  the  indebtedness  of  the  compajuy,  amount- 
Tng  to'  about  ^228,000,  making  a  total  payment  of  about  ^298^000. 
The  estimates  of  the~value  of  the  property  vary  from  $327,000  to 
f  397,000,  the  latter  being  the  complainant's  estimate ;  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  pit.har  pprty  >iag  TpqgnTT^tf»_ftxpect  that  either  sum  would 
J^realized_at  a  forced_^alfl^  This  is  not  a  sale  in  which  the_other 
stockholders  are  to  gain  a.py  "'^'''''Titflfgft  hi^nH  hVip  privi]pcfp^^w^inli  is 
aiso  oitere3~fothe  pmTiplgipan<:,  nt  t.gkinpT  his  proportionalig_amount 


of  cash  or  its  equivalent  stock  in  the  new  ^mpany,  aa  he  may  prefer. 
It  is~m  effect  a  cash  sale  to  strangers,  approved  by  stockholders 
representing  3,675  shares  against  75  held  by  the  complainant.  "While 
this  majoritv  c"  """<•■  aiff'"'.t  any  rights  to  which  he  is  entitled,  it  tends 
to_show  a  fair  price.  It  is  a  well-known  result,  to  which  courts  of 
justice  cannot  be  blind,  that  large  plants  of  this  kind  are  often,  if  not 
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usually,  sold  at  ameat  sacrifice  in  case  of  a  forced  sale.  We  should 
not  have  to  go  outsTae  oi  tEe  records  of  our  own  court  to  find  proof  of 
this  fact.  A  sale  being  necessary,  the  question  is  how  shall  it  be 
made.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  that  a  receiver  may  be  appointed ; 
that  the  business  may  be  wound  up  and  the  company  dissolved ;  and 
the  argument  is  that  the  sale  of  the  pfFpfta  should  he  at  pnhHn  auction. 

The  question,  then,  is  whether  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  such  a 
decree. 

There  is  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  power  of  a  corporation  to 
sell  its  entire  property  and  thus  practically  to  retire  from  business. 
Some^urts  hold  mat  it  may  be  done  by  the  consent  of  all  the  stock- 
holders  (Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  L.  2  ed.  vol.  7,  p.  734,  note  1),  and  others 
hol3~that  it»may  be  done  hy  ji,maiority.  Ditto,  notes  2,  3,  and  4.  All 
of  the  authorities  cited  in  note  1,  however,  do  not  hold  that  the  con- 
sent of  all  the  stockholders  is  necessary,  e.  g.  Treadwell  v.  Salisbury, 
7  Gray,  393 ;  Wilson  v.  Miers,  100  Eng.  Com.  Law,  248,  et  al.  But 
the  editor  adds  :  "  The£a..aeems  to  be  no  doubt  that  it  may  do  so  when 
it  is  no  longer  able  to  profitably  continue  its  business." 

We  think  that  this  is  the  correct  rule.  It  has  be"en  recognized  in 
this  State.  Sodges  v.  N.  E.  Screw  Co.,  1  R.  I.  312,  350.  In  Wilson 
V.  Prop'rs  Central  Bridge,  9  R.  I.  590,  Brayton,  C.  J.,  said :  "  No  case 
has  been  cited,  and,  in  view  of  the  diligence  of  counsel  in  this  case, 
we  may  say  there  is  no  case  which  holds  that  where  the  purpose  of 
the  incorporation  could  not  be  accomplished,  the  business  contem- 
plated could  not  be  carried  on  ;  where  the  capital  had  been  exhausted 
in  endeavors  to  go  on,  having  no  means  to  go  further  ;  a  company  thus 
laboring  under  burdens  which  they  could  no  longer  bear,  could  not 
release  themselves  by  a  surrender  of  their  franchise  to  the  State  which 
granted  and  which  was  willing  to  receive  it,  and  that  by  a  majority. 
This  is  not  only  for  their  benefit,  but  it  is  a  necessity,  and  it  would 
be  hard  indeed  if  one  stockholder  could  by  his  dissent  prevent  such 
relief  against  the  prayer  of  all  other  members  of  the  company."  In 
Peabody  v.  Westerly  Water  Works,  20  E.  I.  176,  a  necessary  limitar 
tion  to  this  rule  was  recognized  in  the  words  :  "The  action  of  the 
company  was  taken  by  a  vote  of  more  than  1,100  out  of  a  total  of 
1;360  shares.  There  is  no  proof  of  unfairness,  oppression,  or  fraud  in 
such  action.  The  case  as  presented  is  simply  that  oi  a~l!luckL(]hler 
who  differs  from  a  large  majority  of  his  fellow  stockholders  as  to  the 
expediency  of  a  sale." 

The  principle  upon  which  these  cases  rest  is  that  a  corporation  may 
.  dispose  of  its  property  by  a  majority  vote,  in  cases  which  are  free 
froTTi  nnfaJTTiftag^  npprpssion,  and_fraud.  Against  wrongs  of  this  kind 
equity  will  interfere.  To  this  effect  are  Lauman  v.  Lebanon  B.  R., 
30  Pa.  St.  42 ;  Treadwell  v.  Salisbury,  7  Gray,  393  ;  Leathers  v.  Janney, 
41  La.  Ann.  1120 ;  Sewell  v.  East  Cape  May  Co.,  50  N.  J.  Eq.  717  • 
Sargent  v.  Webster,  13  Met.  497 ;  Warfield  v.  Marshall,  72  la.  666  ■ 
Wilson  V.  Miers,  100  Eng.  Com.  Law,  348  ;  see  also  Miner's  Ditch  Co. 
V.  Zellerhaeh,  37  Cal.  543. 
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The  complainant  does  not  charge  improper  conduct,  but  simply  that 
he  considers  the  price  inadequate  ancTanjust ;  and  hence  he  prays  for 
a  receiver  and  a  sale  ofTh^-pfoperfcyby  auction.  Ordinarily  when  a 
court  orders  a  sale  it  can  only  be  done  by  auction.  A  court  cannot 
negotiate  a  private  sale,  and  it  orders  an  auction  as  the  fairest  chance 
for  all  parties  to  bid  and  buy.  But  when  the  parties  in  interest  have 
negotiated  a  sale  which  is  fair  to  all  concerned,  and  there '*s  nothing 
to_show  that  a  larger  pricemay  reasonablybe_e5pe£ied,  it  does  not 
"^ff>T1fvm!t>nit,  1TI  nnnt.inn  Harifi_3airQuict  be  ordere"5i  TMs  questioa~vvas'con- 
sidered  in  Quidnick  Co.  v.  GhaJ'ee,  l3  Jt.  L  402,  in  which  the  trustee 
had  an  offer  for  the  entire  property,  approved  by  nearly  all  the  cred- 
itors. Then  other  parties  intervened,  agreeing  to  bid  the  amount 
named  at  auction,  and  the  court  ordered  a  sale  by  auction.  Ii^ttie^ 
present  case  there  is  no  evidence  that  anybody  is  willing  to  give  as 
_m]ich  as  tho  offiez_Broposed,  or"  that  ther'e~isany  reason  to  supjiosfl 
that  it  will  bringas  much  or  more.  The  only  Testimony  put  in  by  the 
complainant  is  that  the  toola-5sdll_ probably  bring  more  than  they  are 
valued  at  by  the  company,  while  as  to  the  bulk  of  the  property,  the 
real  estate,  &c.,  there  is  no  evidence  of  market  value.  Moreover,  the 
complainant  does  not  show  that  he  desires, to  bid  upon  the  property 
himself,  or  that  he  knows  of  any  one  who  would  bid  at  a  sale.  In 
this  absence  of  evidence  that  a  larger  total  might  be  exp^f t.prl  f min  an 
auction  sale  we  see  no  reason  to  disturb  the  agreement  already  made, 
which,  upon  the  testimony  given,  seems  to  be  fair. 

The  complainant  relies  strongly  on  Mason  v.  Pewahio  Co.,  133  U.  S. 
50.  In  that  case  the  court  had  appointed  a  master  to  value  the  pro- 
perty, which  he  reported  to  be  nearly  $509;000.  A  majority  of  the 
company  had  arranged  a  sale  to  themselves  at  $50,000.  Naturally,  in 
/  0  view  of  such  gross  inadequacy,  the  court  ordered  a  sale  by  auction. 
The  case  was  very  different  in  its  details  from  the  case  before  us. 

In  Wilson  v.  Prop'rs  Central  Bridge,  9  E.  I.  590,  the  city  of  Pro. 
vidence  had  control  of  the  corporation  and  had  sold  the  corporate 
property  tQ..tfceglf:.  The  court  restrained  the  city  from  taking  posses- 
sion and  ordered  a  sale  by  auction.  That,  too,  was  a  different  case 
from  this  one. 

The  court  is  bound  to  look  to  the  interests  of  all  parties,  and  espe- 
cially  to  protect  the  rights  of  a  minority  from  oppression  and  fraud. 
But  where,  as  in  this  case,  no  such  thing  is  charged,  and  nofhing  is 
shown  to  lead  to  the  belief  of  a  better  total  price,  the  complainant 
makes  no  case  for  interference.  To  show  that  movable;  tnnia  ftiay  be 
sold  at  a  price  somewhat,  but  not  largslyj  higher  than  that  at  which 
th^^arg-scheduled,  is  quite  f^.'^fforonf.  thing  f.-nm  aimwincr  t.l|aj^  the 
plant  as  a  whole  would  sell  for  more  than  the  prif^fl  nfFoi-AH  JlQ_aet 
aside  the  sale  under  these  circumstances  would  be  to  risk..a,gertainty 
foi"  an  uncertainty,  without  any  te-stimnny  on  which  to  base  a  hope  of 
benefit  to  the  stockholders  from  such  interference.  We  see  no  reason 
for  such  a  step  in  the^rk.  " 

Bill  dismissed. 


y 


ELYTON  LAND  CO.  V.  DOWDELL.  541 

ELYTON  LAND  CO.  v.  DOWDELL. 

1896.    113  Alabama,  177.1 

Bill  in  equity  iiled  by  Annie  Dovdell,  the  owner  of  five  shares  in 
the  Elyton  Land  Company,  for  the  purpose  of  annulling  a  convey- 
ance of  its  property  by  that  corporation  to  the  Elvton  Company^  and 
also  of  annulling  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  latter  company  to  secure 
certain  bonds. 

Some  years  before  the  conveyance  the  Elyton  Land  Company  hav- 
ing on  hand,  as  profits,  a  large  amount  of  notes,  had  issued  dividend 
certificates  to  the  amount  of  $1200  per  share.  These  certificates  had 
subsequently  been  paid  for  in  bonds  of  the  company,  denominated 
"  DividaiT^  Trngf:  "RpTiHa  "  The  plaintiff  had  disposed  of_herJ)onds. 
Her  rights  as  a  bondholder  are  not  involved  in  this  litigation,  but  only 
her  rights  as  a  shareholder. 

The  Elyton  Land  Company,  under  its  charter  and  amendments,  was 
authorized  to  buy  land  and  sell  lots  ;  to  borrow  and  lend  money ;  to 
guaranty  indebtedness ;  to  build,  rent,  lease,  and  use  buildings  ;  to 
issue  bonds  in  amount  not  to  exceed  five  millions  of  dollars;  and 
to  take  stock  in  other  corporations. 

In  1893,  the  Elyton  Company  was  incorporated,  with  authority  to 
engage  in  many  enterprises  not  included  in  the  original  or  amended 
charter  of  the  Elyton  Land  Co.  The  fourth  section  of  the  act  incor- 
porating the  Elyton  Co.  enacts,  "  that  said  corporation  may  pnmTia.aP! 
the  property,  real.  persmiaLand  mixed,  of  the  Elytnn  T,ftp>^  P^tti. 
pany  :  provided  that  such  sale  is  made  under  the  laws  now  in  force, 
and  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  impair  or  m  any  manner 
whatsoever  to  affect  the  rights  of  any  stockholder  of  the  Elyton  Land 
Comgapy."  ... 

At  a  regular  meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  the  Elyton  Land  Cora- 
pany,  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  voted  to  sell  its  entire  assets  to 
the  Elyton  Company.  The  terms  of  the  sale  were,  that  the  Elyton 
Company  should  pay. all  the  liahilitif-s  of  the  Elyton  Land  Company  ; 
and  issue  $2,500,000  bonds,  $1,796,000  of  which  were  to  be  issued  to 
the  holders  of  the  dividend  trust  bonds  in  payment  thereof ;  and  in 
addition  issue  10  shares  of  its  stock  to  each  holder  of  1  share  of  stock 
in  the  Elyton  Land  Co.  Thereupon  the  Elyton  Land  Company  trans- 
ferred all  its  property  to  the  Elyton  Company.  The  latter  issued  the 
bonds  provided  for,  andexecuted  a  mortgage  to  secure  them.  The 
stipulated  amount  ol  stock  "was  also  issued,  and  was  delivered  to  such 
of  the  stockholders  as  were  willing  to  receive  it  in  exchange  for  the 
stock  held  by  them  in  the  Elyton  Land  Company.  No  other  arrange- 
ment or  provision  was  made  to  pay  the  stockholder  in  the  Elyton 
Land  Company  for  his  share,  except  to  "accept  the  stock  in  the  Elyton 
1  statement  abridged: — Argomeats  omitted.  — £ts. 
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Company.  It  is  alleged  in  the  bill,  and  not  traversed  in  the  plea,  that 
complainant  was  not  present,  was  not  represented,  and  had  no  notice 
of  the  meeting  of  the  directors  of  the  Elyton  Land  Company  atwEich 
it  was  resolved  to  ReVMts_jvrnp£!.Tty  tn  tlip_F,1ytrvn  Cnmpa.Tiy.  Imme- 
diately aIter~tfag~5Q5iummation  of  tha  tran paction  hf;twpip.n  tVia  two 
corporations,  complainant  filed  her-  hill. 

To  the  bill,  the  respondent  filed  a  plea  and  answer  in  support  of  the 
plea.  The  plea  set  forth  the  history  of  the  "  r)ivirl^nf]  T-riLst  "Rnnt^s  ; " 
alleged  that  they  were  valid  obligations  of  the  Elyton  Land  Company ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  having  accented  her  proportion  of  the  bonds 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  is  p^<;2IlCf''^  ^"  '^""y  that  tlip-^r-n 
binding  obligations  of  the  Elyton  Land  Company. 

I'Jie  court  ruled  thar  the^lea  was  insufficient  as  a  defense  to  the 
bill.     Appeal. 

Alex.  T.  London,  and  Tompkins  &  Troy,  for  appellants. 

Gordon  Macdonald  and  Smith  &  Weatherley,  contra. 

Coleman,  J.     [After  stating  the  case.]  .  .  . 

.  .  .  We  do  not  doubt  the  right  of  complainant  to  relief,  so  far  as 
the  defense  is  rested  upon  the  plea.  In  the  first  place,  by  its  charter, 
The  Elyton  Company  was  authorized  to  purchase  the  property  of  The 
Elyton  Land  Company,  "  provided  that  such  sale  is  made  under  the 
laws  now  in  force,  and  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  ini- 
pair,  or  in  any  manner  whatsoever  to  affect  the  rights  of  any  stock- 
holder of  The  Elyton  Land  Company."  At  the  time  of  the  sale  and 
transfer  of  its  property,  The  Elyton  Land  Company  was  solvent,  a 
?oing_CQip£*a*ieHr-aaid  its  stock  was_£gi5Lvaluable.     Its  duties  and 


powers  were  fixed  by  its  charter^  and  its  business  evidently  man- 
aged with  great  skHl  and  success,  for  the  benefit  of  its  shareholders. 
The  Elyton  Company  by  its  charter  was  authorized  to  engage  ill 
many  enterprises  not  within  the,  scope  of  the  powersof  The  Elyton 
La.nd  Company.  A  shareholder  io^thelatter  miglitliot  be  willing 
to  become  a  shareholderji^the  other.  I?ythe  sale  and  transfer  of 
the  property,  The  Elyton  Land  Company  divested  itself  of  all  its 
property  and  capacity  to  continue  the  business  for  which  it  was  organ- 
ized. If  the  sale  stands,  the  owner  of  stock  in  The  Elyton  Land 
Company  is  compelled  to  accept  the  stock  of  thenew  norpora.tjorij  or 
hold  stock  in  a  corporation  without  capital  assets.  We  lay  no  stress 
on  the  argument,  that  by  its  amended  cTiarter.  The.  Elyton  Land  Com- 
pany  is  authorized  "to  take  stock"  in  other  corporations.  It  was 
certainly  never  intended  by  tnat  provision,  to  authorize  The  Elyton 
Land  Conipa.Tiy  tn  efFent  its  own  dissolution  by  a  sale  of  all'its'aSSets, 
and  "  take  the  stock "  of  another  company  in  payment"  for  distribu- 
tiontgThe  shareholders  or  any  shareholder,  without  the  consent  and 
contrTry  to  the  preterence_2t'  <^ho  ahavp^nl^w^  Unf  i<-~r^~fK7r-ntoa» 
for  "argitinent,  that  the  two  million  shares  of  stock  of  The  Elyton 
Com  pauy  were  to  be  issued  to  The  Elyton  Land  Compa.n^as  a  mere 
conduit  to  the  shareholder  of  TheElytonLaiiiLOQjnpanyTand  not  to 
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^be  held  and  owned  as  capital  assets  of  The  Elyton  Land  Company. 
It  may  be  that  a  private  business  corporation  may  sell  out  its  entire 
property  by  and  with  the  consent  of  less  than  all  its  stockholders, 
for  the  purposes  of  paying  its  debts,  or  for  the  purposes  of  dissolu- 
tion and  ap.tt-.lement.  but  when  this  is  the  purpose,  it  must  be  clearly 
understood,  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  sale  must  be  within 
the  contractual  relations  between  the  corporation  and  its  creditors  or 
shareholders.  There  can  be  no  presumption  that  a  creditor  or  stock- 
holder of  the  dissolved  corporation  will  accept  in  payment  of  his 
demand,  anvthing  but  money.  He  cannot  be  required  to  do  so  arbi- 
trarily. While  the  plea  shows  the  consent  and  ratification  ot  ttie 
complainant  to  the  issue  of  the  certificate  of  twelve  hundred  dollars 
to  the  shareholder  for  each  share  of  stock,  and  its  subsequent  pay- 
ment by  a  dividend  bond,  it  does  not  show  consent  or  ratification  of 
tlie__sale  of  the  property  and  the  execution  of  the  mnft^a7g(^  It  is 
manifest  thaTthe  whole  plan  of  organization  of  The  Elyton  Company, 
was  in  the  interest  of  those  who  held  the  dividend  bonds,  without 
reference  to  the  interest  of  the  stockholder.  These,  bonds  at  first 
maturing  within  three  or  four  years  wer"  "  ^'P"  "^  '',harge  only  upon 
$2,400.000  of  its  promissory  notes  leavinrr  all  ii-.s  nt.hp.r  property  unin- 
cumbered.  By  the  arrangement,  the  dividend  bonds,  amounting  to 
only~^l,796,000,  secured  by  a  lien  upon  $2,400,000  of  notes,  were  con- 
verted into  gold  bonds,  running  thirty  years,  and  were  secured  by  a 
mortgage  upon  all  the  property  owned  by  The  Elyton  Land  Company. 
The  bonded  indebtedness  was  increased  over  a  half  million  dollars. 
The  Elyton  Company,  from  the  pleading,  did  not  own  a  dollar  of  capi- 
tal other  than  that  acquired  by  the  purchase  from  The  Elyton  Land 
Company. 

The  facts  set  up  in  the  plea  do  not  present  an  estoppel  as  to  the 
complainant  whatever  may  be  their  effect  upon  the  dividend  bond- 
holders, and  the  other  stockholders,  who  aided  in  carrying  out  the 
arrangement,  or  have  since  ratified  it.  —  Kean  y.  Johnson,  9  N.  J. 
Eq.  401 ;  N.  0.  &c.  B.  B.  Go^  v.  Harris,  27  Miss.  517. 

Decree  of  City  Court  affirmed. 


MOREIS  V.   ELYTON  LAND  CO.  et  al. 

1899.  125  Alabama,  263.1 

Bill  in  equity,  by  Mrs.  Susie  M.  Morris,  a  stockholder  in  the  Elyton 
Land  Company,  brought  for  the  same  purpose  as  the  bill  in  Elyton 
Land  Co.  v.  JDowdeU,  supra,  p.  541.  The  plaintiff  was  an  infant  at 
the  time  of  the  transactions  complained  of. 

1  Only  so  much  of  the  report  is  given  as  relates  to  a  single  point.  Arguments 
omitted.  — Ed. 
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Plaintiff  applied  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 

On  the  submission  of  the  cause  upon  the  application  for  a  receiver, 
the  chancellor  decreed  that  the  transaction  assailed  by  the  bill  was 
not  binding  as  to  the  complainant  who  was  a  non-assenting  share- 
holder of  the  Elyton  Land  Company,  but  that  the  relief  to  which  she 
was  entitled  was  the  payment  of  the  value  of  her  shares  of  stock  in 
said  Elyton  Land  Company;  and  he  directed  that  the  respondents 
pay  into  the  court  f  12,000  to  await  the  final  hearing  of  the  cause,  to 
be  held  as  security  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  final  decree ;  further 
decreeing  that  unless  they  did  so  within  the  time  named,  a  receiver 
would  be  appointed  without  further  notice.  The  required  deposit 
was  made,  and  thereafter  the  chancellor  entered  a  decree  denying 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  refusing  to  extend  to  this  cause 
the  existing  receivership  in  cause  No.  2104,  which  was  pending  in  the 
same  court.  From  this  decree  the  complainant  appeals,  and  assigns 
the  rendition  thereof  as  error. 

Cabaniss  &  Weakley,  for  appellant. 

Alex.  T.  London,  and  Thomas  Q.  Jones,  contra. 

Per  Cukiam.  [After  reaffirming  the  decision  in  Elyton  Land  Co. 
V.  Dowdell,  113  Ala.  177  ;  supra,  p.  466.] 

We  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  proposition,  that  a  court  of 
chancery  can  and  will  nndo  an  act,  which  is  ultra  vires,  as  well  as 
Pfevent  the  same  by  iniunctiao.  There  is  a.n  equity  of  rescission  as 
waij_a^  nf  prpvp.ntinn  9  Sppllino-  on  Corp.  §  &15j~City  of  Chicago  V. 
Cameron,  120  111.  447  ;  City  of  Knoxville  v.  R.  JR.  Co.,  supra  ;  Byrne^s 
Case,  65  Conn.  336 ;  Elyton  Land  Co.  v.  Dowdell,  supra. 

The  shareholder's  suit,  when  brought,  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  cor- 
poration^anrl  alL^areholders.  It  is  not  the  suit  of  the  shareJioider 
for  his  individual^mterest.  The  relief  granted  is  the  same,  as  if  the 
ixinK)ration  suedT^^^^  Thompson,  Corp.,  §  4491 ;  2  Pomeroy's  Eq., 
§  109&T~4Morawetz,  Corp.,  §  262  ;  Mount  v.  Radford  Trust  Co.  et  al., 
6  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Cases  (n.  s.),  92. 

It  would  necessarily  and  logically  follow  from  this  principle  that  a 
moneyed  compensation  to  the  complaining  shareholder  for  the  value 
of  his  stock  could  not  against  his  objection  be  decreed  as  his  relief. 
To  do  so  would  be  nothing  more  nor  less  thancompellinff  the  share- 
^holderto  sell  his  stock,  which  a.  o.r,\yrt  nfequity  has  not  the  power  to 
^doTTTEai;  it  would  be  to  the_benefit  of  ^e  corporation  and  alFOther 
shareholders  in  it,  to  let  the  transaction  stand  and  compel  the  dissen- 
tient to  accept  compensation  for  his  stock,  is  an  argument  that  rests 
upon  no  higher  grounds  than  that  of  expediency.  In_theadmiiiis±ra- 
tion  of  justice  by  the  courts,  principle  should  never  be  sacrificed  at 
jtSe^altar  ot  expecRency. — ~F5Trestev  v.  Boston  &  Montana,  &c.,  Co.. 
supra  ;  Kean  v.  Johnston,  supra  ;  Mills  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  supra  ;  Stevens 
V.  R.  R.  Co.  et  al,  29  Vt.  645.      ' 

The  application  for  a  receiver  was  heard  on  the  bill  as  amended 
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and  exhibits,  and  answers  of  respondents,  and  upon  affidavits  filed  in 
support  of  the  bill  and  answers.  Upon  the  undisputed  facts  in  the 
case,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  application  for  a  receiver  should 
have  been  granted,  and  that  the  receivership  in  cause  No.  2104  pend- 
ing in  said  chancery  court  should  have  been  extended  to  this  cause. 
From  the  action  taken  by  the  chancery  court,  it  is  evident  that  the 
chancellor  was  of  the  opinion  that  upon  the  facts  the  complainant  was 
entitled  to  a  receiver  in  the  absence  of  a  deposit  by  the  respondents 
with  the  register  of  the  court  of  $12,000  as  a  security  for  the  com- 
plainant by  way  of  compensation  for  her  stock  in  the  event  of  her 
recovery  upon  a  final  hearing.  But  in  this  alternative  provision,  the 
learned  chancellor  misconceived  the  character  of  the  complainant's 
suit  as  well  as  the  nature  of  relief  to  which  she  was  entitled.  For 
the  suit,  though  brought  in  her  name,  was  in  legal  contemplation  and 
effect  a  suit  by  the  corporation,  and  the  relief,  if  any  had,  would  be  a 
recovery  for  the  corporation.  That  the  case  is  a  proper  one  for  the 
extension  of  the  receivership  upon  the  conceded  facts  is  shown  by  the 
following  authorities :  Beach  on  Eeceivers,  §§  88,  789 ;  Gluck  & 
Becker  on  Eeceivers,  42,  §  16 ;  High  on  Eeceivers,  §  292 ;  Ala.  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Mary  Lee  C.  &  B.  Co.,  108  Ala.  288  ;  BridgepoH  Dev.  Co.  v. 
Tritsch,  110  Ala.  274 ;  Scott  v.  Ware,  65  Ala.  174  ;  Stevens  v.  Davison, 
18  Gratt.  819 ;  Ponca  Mill  Co.  v.  Mikesell,  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Cases, 
Qsi.  s.),  740. 

The    decree  of   the  chancery  court  is  reversed  and  the    cause 
remanded. 


BAETHOLOMEW  v.   DEEBY  EUBBEE  CO.  et  al. 

1897.    69  Connecticut,  521.1 

Suit  by  minority  stockholders  of  a  manufacturing  corporation,  to 
compel  the  surrender  and  cancellation  of  a  lease  of  its  plant  to  Loe- 
jvfijithal.  The  directors  voted  to  make  the  lease,  and  gave  notice  ot  "a 
special  stockholders'  meeting  to  confirm  their  action.  The  action  of 
the  directors  wag^  approved  by  all  the  stnp.khftlders  present  at  the 
meeting. 

The  term  of  the  lease  thus  confirmed  was  for  gne  year,  with  a  privi. 
lege  upon  the  part  of  the  lessee  to  renew  the  lease. from  year  to  year, 
frvTji.  ptwifl  npt  pyceeding  nine  years,  upon  the  same  rpy^.  anA  con- 
ditions. The  lease  also  provided  that  at  the  expiration  of  any  year 
SEe  lessee  might  purchase  the  property  if  he  chose,  ataprice  to  be 
determined  npon  by  an  appraisal  made  in  conformity~totHe~mbde 
therein  designated. 
'TJther  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

The  respondents  demurred  to  the  complaint, 

1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  omitted Ed. 
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Edwin  B.  Gager  and  Wm.  S.  Downs,  for  the  respondents  Loewen- 
thai  et  al. 

V.  Munger,  for  the  petitioners. 

Andbbvs,  C.  J.  The  plaintiffs  are  a  minority  of  the  stockhdlders 
of  the  Derby  Eubber  Company.  They  ask  that  a  certain  contract 
called  a  lease,  between  the  said  company  and  the  other  defendants,  be 
set  aside  and  declared  to  be  void.  The  record  shows  that  this  con- 
tract was  made  by  the  directors  of  the  company ;  that  it  was,  before 
delivery,  submitted  to  a  meeting  of  the  stockholders  duly  called  for 
that  purpose,  and  that  by  a  unanimous  vote  of  the  stockholders  pre- 
sent at  that  meeting  and  holding  a  majority  of  all  the  stock,  it  was 
affirmed  and  ratified.  The  plaintiffs,  although  duly  notified  of  said 
meetiag-aBA-Jjhg^  purposesTor  which"  it  was  to  be  held,  voluntarily 
rfimained_away. 

If  the  contract  was  really  ultra  vires  of  the  corporation,  the  plain- 
tiffs may  claim  that  it  should  beseFaside.  The  contract  contains  an 
option  to  the  lessee  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the  property  at  a  price 
to  be  fixed  by  a  sort  of  arbitration.  The  complaint  avers  that  it  is 
the  intention  of  the  directors  and  the  majority  stockholders,  in  case 
the  option  is  used,  to  divide  the  money  received  among  all  the  stock- 
^lolders  and  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the  corporation.  As  a  conditional 
conTract"  to  sell  the  property,  this  agi?5BiireTini~not  questioned;  noi 
could  it  well  be  questioned.  It  is  competent  for  any  business  corpo- 
ration  to  sell  its  property,  pay  its  debts,  divide  its  assets  and  wind  up 
jts  affa.iTs.  Especially  is  this  so  if  the  corporation  is  in  an  embarrassed 
condition.  It  i"  i"  n  Irm-n  fnr  ti'in  yonrr.  withnnt  a.  sale^  that  the  ron- 
tract  is  said  to  be  ultra  vires.  We  speak  of  the  contract  hereafter  as 
a  lease.  The  sole  question  then  is  :  Was  the  vote  ratifying  the  lease, 
and  so  the  lease  itself,  ultra  vires  and  void  ? 

We  are  inclined  to  think  the  lease  was  not  void.  The  lessee  is  to 
continue  the  same  business  which  the  corporation  was  organized  to 
carry  on.  The  lease^  therefore,  is  not  a  change  in  the  business,  but 
only  a  change  in  thp  management  of  the  business!!  The  financial  con- 
dition  of  the  corporation  is  now  depressed,  and  its  business  cannot  be 
madejirgfitable  under  its  own  management,  for  want  of  capital.  Ad- 
ditinnal  p.g.pitq,1  ja  not  available.  But  neither  the  directors  nor  the 
majority  stockholders  have  so  far  lost  confidence  in  the  concern  as  to 
be  willing  peremptorily  t.n  winfi  np  ^\^  alME?  The  lease  was  entered 
into  as  the  best,  perhaps  the  only,  means  of  carrying  the  corporatioa 
over  this  period  of  depression,  and  in  the  meantime  obtaining  some 
income  for  the  stockholders.  If  a  sale  takes  place  it  is  certain  that 
the^propert;^^_will  be  worth  morein^  operation  than  if  left  idle.  Such 
^  ages  have_replutedjybeen3ustain"ed  by  tjecourteof  equity.  ~~~ 

The  case  of  FeatherslonEaugh  v.  Lee  Moor  Forcelain  Clay  Co.,  L.  E. 
1  Eq.  318,  326,  was  like  the  one  in  hand,  in  this  :  Minority  stock- 
holders asked  to  have  a  lease  of  the  entire  property  of  the  corporation 
set  aside.     That  company  was  incorporated  for  "the  working,  pre- 
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paration,  and  sale  of  porcelain  clay,"'  with  power  to  combine  "  mining 
operations  "  with  the  original  business.  After  a  period  of  unsuccess- 
ful working,  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  voted  to  and  did  lease  the 
whole  of  the  works  and  buildings  of  the  company  for  the  period  of 
twenty-one  years.  It  was  held  that  this  was  a  valid  lease,  not  beyond 
the  power  of  the  company  to  make.  The  Vice-Chancellor,  Sie  Wil- 
liam Page  Wood,  iu  giving  the  opinion,  said  :  "  It  appears  to  me  that 
I  should  be  controlling  improperly  the  effect  of  this  deed,  if  I  did  not 
allow  this  company  to  do  that  act  which  through  the  medium  of  their 
directors  they  have  done.  .  .  .  Have  the  company  by  this  act  which 
they  intend  to  carry  into  effect,  .  .  .  either  on  the  one  hand  abandoned 
their  purposes,  ...  or  on  the  other  hand,  exceeded  their  purposes  ? 
Have  they  done  either  one  or  the  other  ?  It  appears  to  me  they  have 
not  abandoned  the  purposes  of  the  company.  They  have  granted  a 
lease  for  twenty-one  years,  and,  so  far,  they  have  agreed  to  take  a  rent 
for  their  property  instead  of  working  it  themselves,  and  taking  the 
profit.  At  the  end  of  twenty-one  years  they  are  to  have  the  whole  df 
the  property  back,  and,  as  it  appeared  to  them  (that  is  the  true  way 

^tO_put  it,  for  they  are   the  sole   jlirlg^s;  nn  t.Tigt.  part:  nf  tiP^jTo^gA^^Jjifty 

would  have  it  back  in  a  more  profitable  condition.  .  .  .  They  have  not 
exceeded  their  powers,  because  nobody  can  contend  that  parting  with 
their  property  for  a  certain  time  is  exceeding  their  powers,  beyond 
this,  that  during  all  that  time  they  are  not  carrying  on  the  business. 
But,  as  to  that  view,  I  apprehend  that  it  is  perfectly  competent  for  a 
meeting  {i.  e.,  of  the  stockholders)  to  say :  '  China  clay  is  in  a  very 
depressed  state  —  tne  market  is  very  bad  —  and  we  a.gree  it  is  better 
not  to  work  it  for  two  or  three  years.'  That  would  be  entirely  within 
their  functions,  and  they  would  not  be  said,  in  that  respect,  to  have 
abandoned  their  work,  or  to  have  exceeded  the  functions  allowed 
them."     The  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 

In  Simpson  v.  Westminster  Palace  Hotel  Co.,  8  H.  L.  Cas.  712,  718, 
a  company  was  established  "  for  the  erection,  finishing,  and  mainten- 
ance of  a  hotel,  .  .  .  and  the  doing  all  such  things  as  are  incidental 
or  otherwise  conducive  to  the  attainment  of"  that  object.  The  direct- 
ors of  the  company  let,  for  a  stipulated  period  of  five  years,  to  the 
head  of  a  government  department  for  the  business  of  his  of&ce,  a  large 
part  of  the  hotel.  There  was  evidence  that  this  use  would  be  advan- 
tageous to  the  company  in  its  intended  business.  This,  too,  was  a  bill 
by  minority  stockholders  asking  that  the  lease  might  be  declared 
invalid.  It  was  held  that  the  arrangement  was  valid.  In  the  House 
of  Lords,  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Campbell)  said :  "  From  the 
large  rent  immediately  to  be  received  by  the  company  for  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  one  hundred  and  sixty-nine  rooms  by  the  India  Board ; 
from  the  monopoly  to  be  enjoyed  by  tne  company  in  supplying  so 
many  persons  with  refreshments ;  and  from  the  fashionable  reputation 
to  be  conferred  on  the  hotel  by  this  association,  the  opinion  expressed 
by  the  majority  of  the  stockholders,  that  the  arrangement  is  beneficial 
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to  them,  is  likely  to  be  verified.  This  anticipation  would  not  be  suffi- 
cient if  t^hp  nrigiTial  nnrlpvtaVrngJwl  been  abandoned,  or  if  there  was 
any  extension  of  thp  nrigi^^l^^^ifleTta.Ttiri^  bnt  a.s  there  is  nsirhpir 
abandonment  nor  extension  of  the  original  undertaking,  and  the  ar- 
rangement may  assist  instead  of  obstructing  the  prosecution  of  the 
original  undertaking,  I  must  advise  your  Lordships  to  affirm  the  decree 
appealed  against."  ^^ — n 

In  Tfmjjp_Jjrnre  Sfmwnry  v.  Cr»??te?<g!8Jj^_Y.  12^ a  company  in 
corporated  as  an  academy,  or  seminary  of  learningj^was  held  not  to 
have  exceeded  its  powers  by  leasing  one  of  its  buildings  during  the 
vacations  for  a  boarding-house.  See  also  Lafond  v.  i)ee»is,l81  N.  Y. 
607^  In  Brown  v.  Winnisimniet  Co.,  11  Allen,  326,  a  company  cKar- 
Jcfed  as  a  ferry  company  let  one  of  its  vessels  not  needed  in  its  ferry 
business  to  be  used  in  another  business.  This  was  held  not  to  be  an 
ultra  vires  contract.  See  also  City  Hotel  v.  Dickinson,  6  Gray,  586 ; 
French  v.  Quincy,  3  Allen,  9 ;  Lyndeborough  Glass  Co.  v.  Mass.  Glass 
Co.,  Ill  Mass.  316 ;  Calloway  Mining,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Clark,  32  Mo.  305 ; 
Watts' s  Appeal,  78  Pa.  St.  370 ;  Dupee  v.  Boston  Water  Power  Co., 
114  Mass.  37. 

We  have  considered  this  case  on  the  assumption  that  the  action  of 
the  directors  and  the  majority  stockholders  was  done  in  (good  faith 
and  in  the  honest  belief  that  they  served  the  best  interests  of  all  con- 
cerned) llf  fiaiud  had  been  charged  a  very  different  case  would  have 
been  presented^  Counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  says  in  his  brief  that  the 
lease  was  fralidulent  on  its  face.  But  fraud  is  not  charged  in  the 
complaint.  Fraudis^  never  to  be  presumed.  While  fraud  may  in 
some  cases  be  inferred  from  the  facts,  it  is  never  to  be  inferred  unless 
Jjuajhaxged  ;  a"'^  thc^-n  nnly  wllP^'°  *^^°  foffg  -j,-n/i  circumstances  indi- 
cate  clearly  that  fraud  has  been  committed. 

TDhe  Superior  Court  is  advised  that  ttie  complaint  is  insufficient, 
and  to  sustain  the  demurrer. 

In  this  opinion  the  other  judges  concurred.^ 

'^  1  "  The  remaining  errors  complained  of  .  .  .  may  be  considered  together,  namely,  that 
the  directors  of  the  corporation,  plaintiffs,  had  no  power  to  make  the  lease  sued  on.  It  is 
supposed  that  a  company  chartered  for  the  purpose  of  manufacturing  and  refining  oil  can- 
not lease  its  entire  property,  and  so  defeat  the  verj'  purpose  for  which  its  charter  was 
granted.  But  corporations,  unless  expressly  restrained  by  the  act  which  establishes  them, 
or  some  other  act  of  assembly,  have,  and  alwaj's  hare  had,  an  unlimited  power  over  their 
respective  properties,  and  may  alienate  and  dispose  of  the  same  as  fully  as  any  individual 
may  do  in  respect  to  his  own  property.  Hence  an  insolvent  corporation  may  make  a 
general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors,  and  this  power  may  be  exercised  by  the 
directors,  unless  special  provision  to  the  contrary  is  made  in  the  charter.  Dana  v.  Bank 
of  United  States,  5  Watts  &  Serg.  223.  If  they  can  alienate  absolutely,  they  may  lease, 
which  is  but  a  partial  or  temporary  alienation.     Omne  majus  continet  in  le  minus." 

Sharswood,  J.,  in  Ardesco  OH  Co.  v.  North  American  #c.  Co.,  A.  ».  1870,  66  Pa.  State, 
378,  pp.381,  382.  — Ed. 
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Dob,  C.  J.,  IN  DOW  v.  NOETHEEN  E.  E.  et  al. 

1887.    67  New  Hampshire,  1. 

[Upon  a  bill  in  equity,  by  minority  stockholdexs  of  the  Northern 
Eailroad,  seeking  to  enjoin  the  ogeration  of  the  Northern  Eailroad  by 
the  Boston  &  Lowell  Eailroad  under  a  lease  for  99  years,  approved 
by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  stockholders.] 

Dob,  C.  J.  .  .  .  The  lease  of  the  Northern  to  the  Lowell  is  an  at- 
tempt to  compel  the  plaintiffs,  dissenting  stockholders  of  the  Northern, 
to  exchange  for  ninety-nine  years  all  theii^interest  in  the  Northern 
for  an  annuity,  secured  by  a  rightofmitry,  practically  equivalentjo  a 
mortgage  enforceable  by  stricTIoreclosare.  The  possibility  of  a  non-^ 
payment  of  the  annuity,  and  a  resumption  of  the  carrier  business  by 
the  Northern,  has  no  bearing  on  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the 
exchange  of  that  business  for  the  annuity.  This  question  is  to  be  de- 
cided on  the  possibility  and  the  presumption  that  the  Northern  will 
have  no  occasion  to  resort  to  its  security.  The  circumstance  that  the 
money  to  be  received  by  the  Northern  is  divided  into  many  sums,  due 
at  different  times,  is  immaterial.  _The  law  of  the  case  is  what  it  would 
be  if  the  price  paid  for  the  estate  of  ninety-nine  years  had  been  paid 
in  a  single  sum  before  the  purchaser  took  possession  of  the  road,  and 
the  security  given  were  merely  for  the  performance  of  covenants  not 
relating  to  the  payment  of  the  price.  The  payment  of  the  whole  price 
in  one  sum,  and  the  division  of  it  among  the  Northern  stockholders, 
would  leave  them  membersof  their  corporation_and  owners  of  an 
estate  in  remainder.  ~Tnstea3^f  beinga  step  in  a  process  of  dissolv- 
ing the  Northern  company  and  winding  up  its  affairs,  the  lease  requires 
that  company  to  "keep  up  and  preserve  its  organization."  Whether 
each  stockholder's  share  of  the  prioeTTf-tbe'^state  sold  is  paid  to  him 
in  one  sum  at  one  time,  or  in  many  sums  at  many  times,  the  sale  of 
the  road  for  ninety-nine  years  is  not  a  provision  for  the  Northern 
company's  working  the  road,  which  by  the  terms  of  the  sale  is  to  be 
worked  during  that  time,  not  by  the  Northern  and  the  Lowell  as  joint 
principals,  nor  by  the  Lowell  as  agent  of  the  Northern,  but  by  the 
Lowell  for  the  Lowell  as  sole  principal. 

As  agents,  the  majority  can  do  whatever  is  necessary  to  carry  on, 
for  their  principal,  the  principal'sbusiness  of  ITcoihmon  carrier  be- 
tween Concord  and  Lebanon:  Wiffiinlimits,  they  can  select  the  mode 
and  means  of  executing  their  agency.  The  lease,  instead  of  being  a 
mode  or  means  of  their  carrying  on  that  business  for  their  principal, 
transfera^t  to  another  principal  for  ninety-nine  years,  and  transfers 
their  principal  to  the  vocation  of  a  landlord  and  rent-receiver,  which 
is  not,  in  kind  or  degree,  the  same  business  as  carrying  passengers 
and  freigEE     The  legal  scope  of  their  employment  is  within  the 
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bounds  of  their  principal's  business,  or,  at  most,  those  bounds  and  a 
proceeding  for  winding  up  that  business,  and  dissolving  their  principal. 

The  retirement  of  the  Northern  company  from  the  industrial 
actisity  of  common  carriers  to  the_leisure  of  mere  rent-receivers  was 
a  change  in  the  object  of  the  partnership.  The  legal  character  of 
the  change  did  not  depend  upon  the  circumstance  that  the_£artners 
never  intended  to  perform  all  their  mental  and  manual  labor  in  per- 
son.     Thjllabpr  po'W'  done  and  the  tolls  now  received  on  the  road  are 

not  theirs.  ~"~ ' 

'  ''  .  .'' .  Because  the  corporators  may,  with  the  consent  of  the  state, 
by  the  vote  of  a  majority  or  two  thirds  in  interest,  abandon  their  en- 
terprise, sell  out  their  property,  and  return  his  share  of  the  proceeds 
to  each  stockholder,  it  does  not  follow  that  by  the  same  authority  the 
works  may  be_leasedJo_bejG3.rried  on  and  conducted  by  others,  the 
corporation  continuing  to  exist.  The  right  to  elect  the  directors,  by 
whom  the  business  is  to  be  managed,  is  a  provision  in  the  charter 
which  the  state  or  a  majority  cannot  interfere  with;  it  is  a  contract. 
The  true  question  on  that  point  here  is,  whether  the  making  of  this 
lease  and  contract  is  an  exercise  of  the  power  of  managing  the  busi- 
ness and  concerns  of  the  corporation  conferred  in  the  charter,  such  as 
can  be  used  by  consent  of  a  legal  majority  of  corporators,  without  that 
of  all."  Zabriskie,  Chancellor,  in  Black  v.  Canal  Co.,  22  N.  J.  Eq. 
130,  407.  See,  also,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  405,  408,  415,  416 ;  Zabriskie  v. 
Railroad,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  183. 

By  their  charter-contract  all  the  stockholders  of  the  Northern  Rail- 
road agreed  that  their  partnership  business  should  be  the  transporta- 
tion of  passengers  and  freight  on  their  road,  including  certain  inci- 
dental enterprises  contributing  to  the  transaction  of  that  business. 
They  formed  the  ;^rtnership  for  no  other  private  purpose  than  the 
benefit  to  be  derived  from  their  performance  of  this  contract,  legally 
altered  as  it  may  be,  under  legislative  permission,  by  their  express  or 
implied  assent.  No  alteration  has  authorized  a  part  of  the  company 
to  suspend  the  company's  performance  of  the  contract  by  transferring 
their  road  and  business  to  other  principals  for  ninety-nine  years.  The 
plaintiffs  have  not  acquiesced  in  the  transfer  and  suspension,  but  have 
objected^easonablY,  and  prpsumably  in  good  faith,  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  their  Northern  shares.  The  lease  violates  the  partnership 
contract,  and  takes  from  the  plaintiffs  an  equitable  estate  of  ninety- 
nine  years  without  their  consent,  and  without  prepayment  of  the  yalue 
of  the  estate  taken.  Whatever  names  are  used  to  designate  the  trust 
and  agency  of  the  corporate  partnership  and  the  relation  existing  be- 
tween each  stockholder  and  the  company,  he  has  some  remedy  for 
their  breach  of  the  contract.  "  Wherever  there  is  a  legal  right  vested 
'  in  a  party,  he  must,  in  some  court,  have  the  means  of  enforcing  that 
right."    Adley  v.  Whitstable  Co.,  19  Ves.  Jr.  304,  305. 
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The  private  property  of  the  Northern  company,  subject  to  a  public 
right  of  transportation,  is  held  in  trust  by  the  corporation  for  the 
benefit  of  the  stockholders.  The  corporation  is  trustee,  holding  the 
legal  title.  The  stockholders  are  the  beneficiaries,  holding  the  equi- 
table interest.  "The  jurisdiction  to  enforce  performance  of  trusts 
arises  where  property  has  been  conferred  upon  and  accepted  by  one 
person  on  the  terms  of  using  it  for  the  benefit  of  another."  Adams 
Eq.  26.  The  rule  is,  that  the  equitable  ownership  includes  a  legal 
right  to  a  performance  of  the  trust  wbinb  nan  hp.  spp.p.ifip.ally  enforced 
inaTcSPrt  ot  equity ;  and  the  authorities  do  not  recognize  a  breach  of 
dorporate  trust  as  an  exception  to  the  rule. 

An  injunction  against  the  lease  as  a  breach  of  the  Northern  trust  is, 
in  effect,  a  decree  that  the  trnstee  spep,ifip.a.11y  pprform  the  charter- 
contract  and  the  trust  declared  in  it.  In  the  bill,  the  plaintiffs  ask 
that  the  Northern  company  and  their  directors  be  ordered  to  resume 
the  control,  management,  and  operation  of  the  Northern  road.  A  de- 
cree for  the  plaintiffs,  whether  affirmative  or  negative  in  form,  would 
run  against  the  trustee,  —  not  a  mere  imaginary  person,  but  the  whole 
body  of  stockholders,  whose  performance  of  their  corporate  trust  is 
_Berformance  of  their  partnership  contract  Whether  the  plaintiffs' 
rights,  accruing  from  the  contract,  are  called  contractual  or  fiduciary, 
they  are  subject  to  the  general  rule  that  inequitable  performance  is 
not  specifically  enforced  whenrecovgiaiilfi-iianiagfia-iQiLJiQi^p^orm- 
ance  are  an  ample  remedy!  Theequity  to  compel  specific  perform- 
ance of  contract  arises  where  an  agreement,  binding  at  law,  has  been 
infringed,  and  the  remedy  at  law  by  damages  is  inadequate.  Adams 
Eq.  77 ;  Story  Eq.,  ss.  716,"  VIV,  YIY  a';  i'ry  Spec,  i-erf.,  s.  40 ;  Pom. 
Spec.  Perf.,  s.  3  ;  Southern  Express  Co.  v.  Railroad,  99  U.  S.  191, 200 ; 
Eckstein  v.  Downing,  64  N.  H.  248 ;  Black  v.  Canal  Co.,  22  N.  J.  Eq. 
130,  399.  But  the  adequacy  of  a  compensatory  suit  on  a  broken  con- 
tract does  not  always  depend  upon  the  breach  being^financially-inju- 
rious  to  the  plaintiff.  A  breach  that  would  be  pRnnniprily  beneficial 
to  him  may  be  of  such  a  nature  in  other  respects  that  nothing  short 
of  prevegtjon  will  be  just.  If  the  price  fixed  by  a  written  executory 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  a  farm  is  more  than  the  value,  that  fact  is 
not  an  answer  to  a  bill  brought  by  the  purchaser  against  the  vendor 
for  specific  enforcement  of  the  agreement.  The  purchaser,  financially 
benefited  by  the  violation  of  his  legal  right,  would  be  financially  in- 
jured by  resorting  to  the  remedy  of  a  suit  for  nominal  damages. 
"  Compensation  in  damages,  measured  by  the  difference  in  price  as 
ascertained  by  the  market  value  and  by  the  contract,  has  never  been 
regarded  in  equity  as  such  adequate  indemnity  for  non-fulfilment  of  a 
contract  for  the  sale  or  puTTSEase  of  land  as  to  justify  the  refusal  of 
relief  in  .equity."  Jones  v.  Newhall,  115  Mass.  244,  248.  The  ven- 
dor's payment  of  the  difference  is  not  regarded  by  the  law  as  a  full, 
sufficient  reparation  for  the  purchaser  who  made  the  contract  "  on  a 
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particular  liking  to  the  land."  Bvxton  v.  Lister,  3  Atk.  383,  384 ; 
Sto.  Eq.,  s.  717.    THe  damageisjrreparable  in  the  legal  sense. 

A  written  contract  of  t'arming"partnership  may  be  specifically  en- 
forced by  an  injunction  against  its  violation  when  a  majority  of  the 
partners  make  an  unauthorized  attempt  to  turn  the  whole  partnership 
property  and  business  over  to  other  principals  for  ninety-nine  years 
in  exchange  for  an  annuity  or  other  investment.  On  the  question  of 
equity  jurisdiction,  the  mere  expediency  of  the  exchange  as  a  financial 
measure  would  be,  as  immaterial  as  the  corporate  or  unincorporate 
Jiorm  of  the  partneyship  organization.  The  recovery  of  one  dollar' by 
an  expenditure  of  one  hundred,  in  a  suit  at  law,  would  not  be  a  suf- 
ficient  remedy  for  a  partner 'objecting  to  the  illegal  change  of  his  busi- 
ness. Specific  relief  would  not  be  less  necessary  than  in  the  case  of  a 
refusal  to  perform  a  written  agreement  for  the  sale  of  land. 

Performance  of  the  Northern  charter-contract  would  not  be  ren- 
dered inequitable  in  law  by  the  mere  fact  of  non-performance  being 
more  beneficial  to  the  stockholders.  The  plaintiffs'  equitable  right  to 
be  principals  in  the  common-carrier  business  between  Concord  and 
Vermont,  according  to  their  contract,  would  not  be  barred  by  a  finding 
that  it  would  be  better  for  them  to  exchange  that  business  for  the 
ofiiuigation  of  a  lessor,  or  the  business  of  a  road  running  from  Concord 
to  Maine  or  Massachusetts.  They  have  not  agreed  that  their  partners 
may  take  them  from  the  stipulated  position  of  principals  in  the  work 
of  carrying  passengers  and  freight  between  Concord  and  Lebanon,  and 
give  them  any  other  vocation  in  which  a  court  or  jury  may  think  they 
would  be  more  profitably~^nd  judiciously  employed.  Their  expulsion 
for  ninety-nine  yeimrom  the  Northern  carrier  business,  in  violation 
of  their  partnership  contract,  is  a  case  in  which  the  general  principle 
of  equity  gives  an  injunction,  and  the  evidence  shows  no  exceptional 
reason  for  withholding  the  specific  relief  necessary  to  prevent  their 
wrongful  exclusion  from  their  chosen  employment. 
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(h)  Personal  Exception  to  the  Shareholder. 

FORREST   V.   MANCHESTER,    &c.    RAILWAY  CO. 

1861.    4  De  Gax,  Fisher  ^  Jones,  125.' 

This  was  the  appeal  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  dismissal  of  his  bill 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  plaintiff  was  a  shareholder  in  the 
Manchester  &c.  Railway  Co. ;  and  sued,  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
Ahe  other  shareholders  of  the  company,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendants  from  conveying  in  vessels  or  boats  passengers,  cattle, 
or  goods  from  Hullor  Grimsby  to  Spurn  Point. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  trafnc  sought  to  be  restrained  was  bej-ond   n/^M^u^ 
the  powers  of  the  company  under  their  Act,  and  was  also  prejudicial  to 
another  eompanj'  called     The  ' '  Gainsborough  United   Steam  Packet 
Company,  Limited,"  in  which  the  plai'iit.iff  wnp  «  large  shareholdefT 

The  answer  stated,  inter  alia,  that  the  suit  was  not  for  the  benefit  of 
the  other  shareholders  of  the  companj'  on  whose  behalf  the  plaintiff 
held  himself  out  as  suing,  but  was  instituted  solely  to  promote  and 
serve  the  interests  of  the  Gainsborough  United  Steam  Packet  Company 
Limited,  and  that  all  the  other  shareholders  of  the  defendants'  company 
were  opposed  to  the  suit. 

Evidence  was  gone  into,  and  the  plaintiff  on  his  cross-examination 
admitted,  that  he  held  only  82^.  stock  in  the  railway  company,  but  was 
the  holder  of  twelve  30?.  shares  in  the  packet  company,  which  was 
paying  a  dividend  of  lOf.  per  cent ;  and  that  the  excursion  traffic  had 
been  continued  for  eight  or  ten  years.  He  also  admitted  that  the 
directors  of  the  nacket  company  had  directed  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
and  indemnified  him  ap-ainat  coats.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  dismissed 
the  bill  on  the  ground  that  the  Act  sought  to  be  restrained  was  not 
ultra  vires. 

Selwyn,  and  E.  K.  Earslake,  for  appellant.     [Citations  omitted.] 

The  Solicitor  General  (Sir  H.  Palmer)  and  Fischer,  for  respond- 
ents, were  not  called  upon. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  [Westbury].  In  this  case  I  am  asked  to 
reverse  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  dismissing  this  bill  with 
costs.  I  desire  it  to  be  distinctly  understood  that  my  decision  does 
not  proceed  upon  the  grounds  stated  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  It  is 
unnecessary  for  me  to  express  any  opinion  upon  the  grounds  stated  by 
his  Honor  which,  if  they  are  correct,  would  be  confined  entirely  to  this 
particular  case,  because  they  have  reference  to  the  peculiar  constitution 
of  the  present  company.  But  the  ground  upon  which  I  proceed  is  en- 
tirely that  of  personal  exception  to  the  character  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  foundation  of  my  decision  is  contained  in  this  passage  of  the  plain- 
tiflf'e  own  examination  not  attempted  to  be  qualified  or  questioned.  He 
eays  in  that  examination  "The  directors  of  the  packet  company 
1  Statement  abridged.  —  Ed. 
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dirgeted  the  institution  of  this  suit  and  indgmnify  me  against  costs." 
It  is  not  that  thej'  persuaded  him  to  institute  the  suit,  not  that  they 
.instigated  the  suit,  but  that  the  directors  of  the  other  company'  have 
"  directed  the  suit,"  and  are  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  against  the 
costs  of  it.  To  use  a  familiar  expression,  the  plaintiff  is  thepupoet  of 
that  companj'.  It  has  been  a  very  wholesome  doctrine  of  this  Court 
that  one  shareholder  having  in  view  the  legitimate  purposes  of  the  com- 
pany may  be  permitted  in  this  Court  to  maintain  a  suit  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  the  other  shareholders  of  the  company,  but  the  principle 
upon  which  that  constructive  representation  of  the  shareholders  is  per- 
mitted indisputably  requires  that  the  suit  shall  be  a  bona  fide  one^ 
faithfully,  truthfully,  sincerelv  directed  to  the  benefit  and  the  interests 
o£those  shareholders  whom  the  pliintiff  pliima  a  rinrht:  tf)  rpprfispnt.. 
But  can  I  permit  a  man  who  is  the  puppet  of  another  company  to 
represent  the  shareholders  of  the  company  against  whom  he  desires  to 
establish  the  interests  and  benefits  of  a  rival  scheme  ?  That  would  be 
entirely  contrary  to  the  principle  upon  which  this  constructive  repre- 
sentation has  been  permitted  to  be  founded.  When  the  plaintiff  sues 
in  that  capacity-  any  personal  exception  to  the  plaintiff  remains,  and  it 
would  be  in  direct  contradiction  of  ever^-  principle  of  truth  and  justice 
if  I  permitted  a  man  to  come  here  clothed  in  the  garb  of  a  shareholder 
of  company  A.,  but  who  is  in  reality  a  shareholder  in  company  B., 
and  has  no  sympathy  whatever  with,  no  real  purpose  of  promoting  the 
interests  of  the  other  company.  Such  a  thing  would  be  so  much  at 
variance  with  the  principles  of  a  Court  of  Equit}'  that  it  would  be 
impossible  for  it  to  entertain  a  suit  of  that  description  which  is  a  mere 
mockery,  a  mere  illusory  proceeding. 

It  is,  however,  said  that  this  objection  was  considered  some  years 
ago  in  tlie  well-known  case  of  Golman  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Rail- 
way Company,^  and  was  overruled  by  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
Lord  Langdale.  All  I  mean  to  say  about  that  case  is  that  the  objec- 
tion there  proceeded  upon  a  different  ground.  The  proposition  of  Lord 
Langdale  is  that  it  is  no  ground  of  personal  exception  to  a  plaintiff 
that  he  has  been  instigated  to  institute  his  suit  bj-  another  company. 
If  the  proposition  be  limited  to  the  extent  of  the  words  in  which  it  is 
expressed,  possibl}'  there  may  be  no  exception  to  that  proposition,  but 
undoubtedly  I  would  not  assent  to  it  if  carried  one  jot  beyond  those 
limits.  I  desire,  however,  to  point  out  again  the  wide  difference  which 
exists  between  a  suit  "  directed"  to  be  instituted  by  the  directors  of 
another  company,  and  a  suit  which  is  bond  fide  instituted  by  the  plain- 
tiff, persuaded  only  to  the  institution  of  it  by  the  arguments  of  another 
company.  In  the  one  case  the  suit  is  the  suit  of  the  plaintifF,  and  ia 
for  ought  that  appears  instituted  at  the  peril  of  the_plaintiff.  In  the 
other  case,  the  whole  origin  of  the  suit  and  the  direction  and  conduct 

of  it  emanate  altogether  from  the  other  company,  and  the  suit  would 

< 
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have  no  existence  whatever  but  for  th^  m-^pr  of  thp.  nfhpr  mmpany. 
I  consider,  therefore,  that  the  language  in  which  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  expresses  himself  upon  the  proposition  then  submitted  to  him 
does  not  in  the  smallest  degree  interfere  with  or  weaken  the  ground 
that  I  have  taken. 

I  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  motives  of  plaintiffs  suing  in  tliis 
Court.  If  they  come  here  in  a  hand,  fide  character,  th£_reason  for  their 
coming  here  is  a  matter  bej-ond  the  province  of  a  Court  of  Justice  to 
inquire  into.*  But  if  a  man  comes  here  representing  to  me  that  he  is  a 
bona  fide  shareholder  in  a'companj',  and  that  it  is  the  bond  fide  suit  of 
that  companj',  and  it  turns  out  not  to  be  the  suit  of  that  company,  but 
in  reality  to  be  in  its  origin  and  its  verj'  birth  and  creation  the  suit  of 
another  company,  then  I  repeat  that  this  is  an  illusory  proceeding,  and 
ought  not  to  be  attended  to  by  the  Court.  The  well-known  words,  — 
the  trite  quotation,  —  will  occur  to  the  minds  of  those  who  hear  me. 
"  Fabula  non  est  iiidicium  in  scenS,  non  in  foro  res  agitur."  If  this 
gentleman  be  permitted  to  come  and  assume  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
coming  into  this  Court  the  garb  of  a  shareholder,  but  at  the  same  time 
explicitly  announces,  "This  suit  is  not  directed  to  the  purposes. of  that 
company ;  I  have  nothing  in  common  with  the  shareholders  of  that 
company ;  it  has  not  emanated  from  the  wish  of  the  sharehold- 
ers ;  it  does  riot  emanate  from  me  as  a  shareholder ;  it  is  not  my 
act :  I  am  directed  to  do  it  by  another  party,  and  another  bodj'  of 
men,"  then  in  point  of  fact  the  suit  is  not  the  expression  of  his  own 
will,  nor  is  it  the  legitimate  prosecution  of  his  own  interests  or  his  own 
objects,  but  it  is  the  prosecution  of  the  interests  and  objects  of  persons 
who  have  no  right  whatever  to  invoke  the  interference  of  this  Court. 

I  treat  this  suit  as  an  imposition  on  the  Court.  Bj'  these  words 
I  mean  no  reflection  upon  the  plaintiff  himself,  because  he  has  told  the 
truth,  and  does  not  appear  at  anj'  time  to  have  desired  to  conceal  it. 
But  as  he  comes  here  in  the  character  of  a  shareholder  in  the  company, 
and  tells  me  frankly  that  the  institution  of  the  suit  is  not  his  own  act, 
but  an  act  that  he  has  been  directed  to  do  by  the  other  company,  then, 
using  the  words  without  offence,  I  denominate  that  suit  an  imposition 
on  the  Court,  and  I  dismiss  it  accordingly,  and  aflSrm,  though  on  a  dif< 
ferent  ground,  the  order  that  has  been  made. 

I  refuse  this  application  with  costs. 

>  See  Kerr  Inj.  549. 
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SEATON  «.   GRANT. 

1867.    L.  R.  2  CAan.  Ap.  459.1 

This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  on  the  12th  of  February, 
1867,  by  Vice-Chancellor  Malins,  refdsing  an  application  of  the 
Defendants  that  the  bill  might  be  taken  off  the  file,  or  that  all  further 
proceedings  might  be  stayed. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Charles  Seaton,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all 
other  shareholders  in  the  Credit  Fonder  and  Mobilier  of  England, 
Limited,  except  the  Defendant,  Albert  Grant,  against  Albert  Grant, 
George  Edward  Seymour,  and  the  above-named  company,  under  the 
following  circumstances :  — 

The  Defendant,  Albert  Grant,  was  the'  managing  director  of  the 
above-named  company.  The  Defendant,  George  Edward  Seymour, 
was  the  chairman  of  a  company  called  the  City  of  Milan  Improvements 
Company.  The  Plaintiff  alleged  that  the  two  last-named  Defendants 
had,  in  the  j'ear  1866,  fornied  What  is  called  a  "  syndicate"  on  the 
Stock  Exchange  ;  that  isj  a  combination  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the 
value  of  the  shares  of  the  Milan  Convpany  to  a  fictitious  premium  ;  and 
that,  with  this  end,  Grant  had  purchased  12jl29shares  in  the  Milan 
Company,  and  paid  for  them  out  of  the  |unds  of  the  Credit  Fonder,  by 
which  the  latter  company  had  sustained  a  great  loss,  the  shares  of 
the  Milan  Company  having  fallen  very  much  in  value. 

He  also  alleged  that  the  Defendants  were  taking  measures  to_  re- 
constitute the  Credit  Fonder,  by  dissolving  the  company,  and  trans- 
ferfuig  its  assets  and  liabilities  to  a  new  company. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendants,  Grant  and  Seymour,  might 
repay  to  the  Credit  Fonder  the  money  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
the  shares  in  the  Milan  Company,  and  that  the  Credit  Fonder  might 
be  restrained  from  handing  over  their  assets  to  any  other  company, 
until  all  their  debts  and  liabilities  had  been  paid  and  satisfied. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  19th  of  July,  1866,  and  immediately  after- 
wards the  Plaintiff  moved  for  an  injunction,  in  terms  of  the  prayer, 
before  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley,  who  refused  the  motion  with  costs. 

On  the  occasion  of  the  motion,  the  Plaintiff  was  cross-examined  in 
Court,  when  it  appeared  that  he  held  only  five  shares  of  £20  each  in 
the  Credit  Fonder,  which  he  acquired  solely  for  the  purpose  of  filing 
this  bill ;  and  that  his  reason  for  filing  the  bill  was  that"he  and  several 
of  his  Mends  had  lost  money  by  speculating  in"  shares  of  the  Credit 
Fonder,  and  that  he  wasadvised  that  if  he  bought  shares,  and  then 
filed  a  bill  to  impeach  certain  transactions  of  which  he  had  notice, 
he  would  probably  be  bought  oflF  at  a  high  price,  and  so  obtain 
compensation.  ■ 

'  Portions  of  argument,  and  of  opinions,  omitted.  —  Ed 
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Subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  two  extraordinary  meetings 
of  the  Credit  Fonder  were  held  on  the  30th  of  July  and  the  15th  of 
August,  1866,  at  which  resolutions  were  passed  for  winding  up  the 
company  voluntarily,  and  for  the  formation  of  a  new  company,  for 
objects  which  would  include  the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  the 
Credit  Fonder. 

The  Defendants  put  in  answers  to  the  bill,  but  refused  to  give  full 
Information  to  the  Plaintiff  as  to  the  transactions  complained  of  ;  and 
their  answers  were  excepted  to  by  the  Plaintiff. 

The  motion  now  under  appeal  was  made  by  the  Defendants  Grant 
and  the  Credit  Fonder,  and,  having  been  refused  by  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
was  now  renewed  before  the  Lords  Justices. 

The  Attorney-  General  (Sir  John  Bolt),  Mr.  Karslalce,  Q.C.,  and  Mr. 
Waiter,  for  the  company  ;  and 

Sir  Boundell  Palmer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Bailey,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the 
Defendant  Grant:  — 

We  say,  first,  that  this  suit  is  not  bond  fide.  The  Plaintiff  had  no 
shares  in  the  companj^  while  the  bill  was  being  prepared ;  he  bought 
five  shares  just  before  it  was  filed,  and  can  give  no  reason  for  his 
proceedings,  but  that  he  had  lost  money  bv  speculating  in  the  shares 
of  the  company,  and_wanted  to  make  the  company  rspay  him  these 
losses.  The  Court  will  not  entertain  such  a  bill :  Forrest  v.  Man- 
Chester,  Sheffield,  and  Lincolnshire  Bailway  Company.'^  That  case 
decided  that  the  Plaintiff  must  have  a  legitimate  interest  in  the  subject 
matter  of  the  suit.  The  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  is  merely  nominal.  If 
his  whole  claim  is  recovered,  and  divided  among  the  shareholders,  his 
share  would  be  about  40s.  Such  a  bill  is  an  abuse  of  the  process  of 
the  Court,  and  partakes  of  the  nature  of  maintenance :  Filder  v. 
London,  Brighton,  and  South  Coast  Bailway  Company  ;^  Foxwell 
V.  Webster.' 

[Remainder  of  argument  omitted.] 

Mr.  Wickens,  for  defendant  Seymour. 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cracknall,  for  plaintiff,  were  not  called  on. 

[Tlie  opinion  of  Sir  G.  J.  Turner,  L.  J.,  is  omitted.] 

Lord  Cairns,  L.  J.  This  motion  is  one  of  a  very  novel,  but  of  a 
very  important  character,  because  it  asks  the  Court  to  shut  the  door 
in  the  face  of  the  Plaintiff,  not  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  but  on  the 
ground  that  he  has  by  his  sanduct  disentitled  himself  to  institute  the 
suit.  The  theory  of  the  law  of  this  country  is,  that  every  subject  has 
a  right  to  bring  his  complaint  to  a  heaQPg,  if  it  be  not  capable  of 
being  stopped  by  a  demurrer  or  a  plea.  The  exceptions  which  have 
been  established  to  this  rule  merely  shew  the  strength  of  the  general 
rule.  Those  exceptions  are  four  in  number :  —  First,  where  the  Plaintiff 
is  required  Do  give  security  for  costs.  That  is  hardly  an  exception, 
because  the  Court  only  stays  the  proceedings  in  the  suit  until  the 

igW.  R.  818.  «1H.  &M.  489. 
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security  is  given.  Second,  where  the  Defendant  is  willing  to  give  to 
the  Plaintiff  all  the  relief  wliich  he  asks,  and  to  pay  his  costs  of  the 
suit.  Third,  where  the  subject  matter  of  the  litigation  has  perished,  of 
has-been  removed,  and  nothing  remains  to  be  decided  but  the  payment 
of  costs  of  the  suit.  There  the  Court  considers  that  it  would  be  useless 
to  allow  the  suit  to  go  on  to  a  hearing  when  the  oul^'  question  to  be 
determined  can  be  as  well  decided  upon  motion.  Fourth,  where  the 
bill  has  been  filed  _mthout  the  authority  of  the  person  who  appeal's  as 
"ihe  Plaintiff,  or  where  the  name  of  a  corporation  has  been  used  without 
a  sufficient  title  to  use  it.  In  such  a  case  tliebill  is  treated  as  a  fraud 
upon  the  Court,  and  is  therefore  ordered  to  be  taken  off  the  file. 

The  grounds  alleged  for  the  present  motion  are  three :  —  First,  a 
personal  exception  to  the  PlaintiflT.  I  do  not  think  that  I  unfairly 
represent  the  conclusion  which  the  parties  desire  to  draw  from  the 
cross-examination  of  the  Plaintiff  if  I  put  it  in  this  way.  The  Plaintiff 
had  in  a  collateral  way  lost  some  money,  and  he  then  finds  a  blot  in  the 
management  of  the  company  of  which  he  thinks  the  shareholders  might 
complain.  He  buys  five  shares  in  the  company,  and  then  files  this  bill, 
in  order  to  induce  the  compan}-  to  buj-  off  the  litigation.  That,  no 
doubt,  is  a  course  of  conduct  which  would  meet  with  little  approval  in 
this  Court,  or,  indeed,  in  any  other  Court,  and  such  conduct  might  be 
material  at  the  hearing  with  reference  to  the-twngiint  of  relief  which  the 
Plaintiff  could  obtain,  or  whether  he  was  entitled  to  any  relief  at  all. 
But  the  question  is,  whether  these  facts  are  necessarily  fatal  to  the 
Plaintiff's  claim  to  relief?  Suppose  an  answer  were  put  in  admitting 
all  the  allegations  contained  in  the  bill,  it  would  be  difficult  to  say  at 
this  stage  of  the  suit  that  the  Plaintiff's  conduct  would  altogether  dis- 
entitle him  to  relief.  The  case  of  Forrest  v.  Manchester,  Sheffield,  and 
Lincoln  shire  Railway,^  which  was  relied  upon  in  the  argunnent,  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  present  case  upon  two  grounds :  first,  because 
that  was  the  hearing  of  the  cause ;  and,  secondly  (and  this  is  the  main 
distinction),  because  there  the  Court  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  simply  a  puppet  in  the  hands  of  another  company,  and 
that  he  was  indemnified  by  that  connjanj'  against  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
That  objection  amounted  to  this,  that  a  suit  professing  to  be  the  suit 
of  Company  A.,  was  reallj'  the  suit  of  Company  B. 

The  second  ground  relied  on  in  support  of  this  motion  was,  that  the 
Plaintiff 's_2Maa&«^  of  interest  in  the  suit  was  very  insignificant.  But 
if  we  should  hold  that  the  suit  can  be  maintained  in  other  respects,  I 
think  that  the  aggregate  intpvpst  of  all  the  shareholders  in  the  subject 
matter  of  the  suit  is  amply  sufllcient  to  sustain  the  suit. 

[Remainder  of  opinion  omitted.] 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 
»  9  W.  K.  818. 
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1906.    184  N.  Y.  83. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  first  judicial  department,  entered  November  28,  1904 
affirming  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defendants  entered  upon  a  dismissal 
of  the  complaint  by  the  court  on  trial  at  Special  Term.  ) 

In  February,  1902,  the  president  of  the  Metropolitan  Street  Rail- 
way Company  communicated  in  writing  to  the  stockholders  of  that 
corporation  a  plan  for  providing  money  (approximately  $23,000,000) 
to  pay  its  unfunded  debt  incurred  in  the  purchase  of  stock  of  the 
Third  Avenue~tiailroa(i  Company  and  to  defray  the  expense  of  extend- 
ing its  electrical  system  to  eighty  miles  of  railroad  lines  still  operated 
by  horsepower.  That  communication  stated  the  plan  or  proposition 
as  follows  :  A  corporation  known  as  the  Metropolitan  Securities  Com- 
pany  had  been  organized  under  the  laws  of  \New  York,  with  a  capital 
"stock  of  $30,000,000,  all  of  which  had  been  underwritten  at  par  by 
Messrs.  Kuhn,  Loeb  &  Co.,  conditioned  upon  the  ratification  of  the 
lease  hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  Metropolitan  Securities  Company  had  acquired  all  the  outstand- 
ing capital  and  stock  and  other  securities  of  the  Interurban  Street 
Railway  Company,  a  corporation  with  an  authorized  capital  stock  of 
$20,000,000,  owning  and  controlling  franchises  for  the  construction  and 
operation  of  street  railroads  on  an  extensive  mileage  in  the  borough 
of  The  Bronx  and  adjacent  territory.  An  agreement  had  been  entered 
into  between  the  Metropolitan  Securities  and  the  Interurban  Street 
Railway  Company,  whereby  the  Securities  Company  was  to  pay  into 
the  treasury  of  the  Interurban  Company  at  least  $23,000,000  in  cash, 
receiving  in  return  stock  of  the  Interurban  Company  at  par  and  in- 
terest-bearing four  per  cent  debentures. 

An  agreement  or  lease  had  been  entered  into,  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  stockholders,  between  the  Metropolitan  Street  Railway  Com- 
pany as  lessor  and  the  Interurban  Street  Railway  Company  as  lessee, 
whereby,  among  other  things,  the  lessee  agreed  (1)  to  assume  the  fixed 
charges  of  the  Metropolitan  Street  Railway  Company  and  uncon- 
ditionally guarantee  .seven  per  cent  per  annum  upon  the  entire  amount 
of  its  capital  stock,  payable  quarterly;  and  (2)  to  pay  $23,000,000 
into  the  treasury  of  the  Metropolitan  Street  Railway  Company  in 
return  for  the  securities  which  should  be  liberated  by  the  payment  of 
the  unfunded  debt,  and  other  almost  entirely  unproductive  assets?,  said 
sum  of  money  to  be  expended  in  liguidating  the  imfmidp.rl  c]pht  and  in 
completing  the  electrical  equipment  of  the  Metropolitan  system,  and 
to  be  paid  as  required  for  those  purposes. 

As  a  part  of  the  proposed  arrangement,  the  stockholders  of  the  Met- 
ropolitan Street  Railway  Company  were  to  be  accorded  the  privilege 
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of  subscribing  at  par  for  an  amount  of  the  stock  of  the  Metropolitan 
Securities  Company  equal  to  forty-five  per  cent  of  the  par  value  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  Metropolitan  Street  Railway  Company  ;  that  is  to 
say,  they  were  to  be  allowed  to  subscribe  for  $23,400,000  of  such  stock 
out  of  the  total  capital  of  $30,000,000. 

It  was  also  proposed,  in  connection  with  the  foregoing  plan,  that  the 
Metropolitan  Street  Railway  Company  should  create  a  refunding 
mortgage,  the  details  of  which  arrangement  it  is  unnecessary  to  state, 
as  th(ey  are  not  material  here. 

The  said  communication  of  the  president  of  the  Metropolitan  Street 
Railway  Company  also  stated,  as  was  the  fact,  that  a  meeting  of  the 
stockholders  had  been  called  for  March  20, 1902,  to  act  upon  the  agree- 
ment or  lease  with  the  Interurban  Street  Railway  Company,  and  to 
authorize  the  proposed  refunding  mortgage. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  the  Metropolitan  Street  Rail- 
way Company  the  lease  and  plan  were  assented  to  by  a  large  majority 
of  the  stockholders,  and  thereafter  ninety-nine  per  cent  of  all  the  stock- 
holders, including  those  who  voted  at  the  meeting,  acquiesced  in  the 
arrangement  which  was  thereafter  carried  out. 

The  present  suit  is  an  action  of  equitable  nature,  brought  by  a  stock- 
holder of  the  Metropolitan  Street  Railway  Company  on  behalf  of  him- 
self and  all  other  stockholders  of  the  corporation  similarly  situated 
who  may  elect  to  come  in,  to  en-join  the  Metrnp'^litaiL^ll!;?^^'  Railway 
Company  and  the  Interurban  'Street  Railway  Company,  their  officers 
and  agents,  from  carrying  out  the  said  lease,  plan  or  arrangement,  and 
to  have  the  same  set  aside  as  illegal  and  void.  The  complaint  attacks 
the  scheme  as  fraudulent' in  fact,  ana  assigns  four  specifications  of 
fraud  as  follows  :  (1)  That  the  proposed  lease  is  fraudulent  because  it 
limits  the  rent  to  seven  per  cent  on  the  Metropolitan  stock,  while  the 
actual  earnings  of  the  Metropolitan  Company  are  alleged  to  exceed 
seven  per  cent,  and  will  in  the  near  future,  as  the  plaintiff  believes, 
exce.pfl  tftn  per  cent ;  (2)  that  the  Interurban  Company  has  no  suffi- 
cient property  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  seven  per  cent  guaranteed 
by  it,  nor  does  it  possess  any  property  or  means  from  which  said  rental 
caS"  be  paid ;  (3)  that  the  obligations  of  the  Metropolitan  Company  to 
the  citizens  of  the  borough  of  Manhattan  for  conveying  passengers 
therein  cannot  legally  be  devolved  uponthe  Interurbanj^ompany ;  and 
(4)  that  the  privilege  ofPered  to  the  stocEholders  of  the  Metropolitan 
Street  Railway  Company  to  subscribe  to  the  stock  of  the  Metropolitan 
Securities  Company  is  in  effect  a  .bribe. 

At  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit  the  plaintiff  owned  a 
thousand  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  Metropolitan  Street  Railway  Com- 
pany. Before  the  answer  was  interposed  he  exercised  the  option,  con- 
ferred upon  the  Metropolitan  Railway  stockholders  by  the  aforesaid 
plan,  of  subscribing  to  the  capital  stock  of  the  Metropolitan  Securities 
Company  in  respect  of  885  of  his  shares,  and  sold  his  option  or  privi-  ■' 
lege  to  third  parties,  receiving  therefor  over  $6000. 
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The  answers  of  the  defendants  denied  all  allegations  of  fraud  and 
set  up  th^  exercise  of  this  option  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  separate  defence. 
No  other  stockholder  joined  with  the  plaintiff  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  suit.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  case  at  Special  Term  judgment 
was  rendered  dismissing  the  complaint  upon  the  merits,  and  find- 
ings were  made  which  negative  all  charges  of  actual  fraud.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  Special  Term  was  unanimously  afl&rmed  by  the  Appellate 
Division. 

WiLLARD  Baetlett,  J.  Whcrc  the  objection  to  the  acts  of  a  cor- 
poration is  that  they  are  ultra  vires,  without  being  either  maZapro- 
hibita  or  mala  in  se,  a  stockholder  cannot  maintain  an  action  in  his 

Jbwn  behalf  baseiTon  such  obiection,  where  he  himself,  with  knowledge 
of  the  character  of  the  acts,  has  acquired  and  accepted  pecuniary 
benefits  thereunder!  Whether  his  conduct  in  so  doing  con§tWBft^§"au 
T^JinppAl  in  t.hp.  sfi-rnt.  sense  of  that  term,  or  a  guasi-estoppel,  as  Mr. 
Bigelow  puts  it  (Bigelow  on  Estoppel  [4th  ed.],  chap,  xix),  or  be  de- 
nominated merely  an  acquiescence  or  an  election,  or  the  assumption 

.of  a  position  inconsistent  ''^ith  ""  attank^  Tnakf-s  no  essential  difference 
here.  The  point  is,  that  the  seeking  and  acceptance  of  a  substantial 
benefit  which  would  be  unavailable  to  the  stockholders  except  as  a 

"  result  of  the  acts  which  he  would  attack  as  ultra  vires  preclude  him 
from  assailing  those  acts  on  that  ground.  A  litigant  is  not  at  liberty 
to  deny  the  validity  ot  a  contract,  which  is  neither  prohibited  by  law 
nor  evil  in  itself,  after  he  has  knowingly  sought  and  obtainedpecuni- 
_arj_  advantages,  pay  or  compensation,  under  and  by  virtue  of  such 
contract.  » 

This  doctrine  applies  to  the  present  case  and  ig_  conclusive  against 
the  maintenance  of  this  action  by  the  plaintiff.  He  has  sold  the  privi- 
lege attaching  to  885  of  his  Metropolitan  Railway  Company  shares  to 
subscribe  to  the  stock  of  the  Metropolitan  Securities  Company  for  be- 
tween  f  5000  and  $6000.  This  privilege  would  have  been  absolutely 
non-existent  except  for  the  plan  and  lease  which  he  attacks  in  this 
suit.  He  was  well  aware  of  this  and  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  the 
privilege  and  at  the  same  time  prosecute  the  suit. 

The  officers  of  a  corporation  who  are  sued  by  stockholders  for  dam- 
ages due  to  carrying  on  business  not  authorized  by  its  charter  may 
defend  by  showing  the  stockholders'  acquiescence  in  or  assent  to  the 
business,  express  or  implied.     (Holmes  v.  Willard,  125  N.  Y.  75, 82.) 

In  Post  V.  Beacon  Vacuum  Pump  &  Electrical  Co.  (84  Fed.  Rep. 
371)  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  First  Circuit 
considered  the  sufficiency  of  a  bill  in  equity  filed  by  stockholders  of 
the  Beacon  Vacuum  Pump  &  Electrical  Company  to  rescind  a  transfer 
of  its  property  to  the  Beacon  Lamp  Company ;  and  it  was  held  that 
the  complainants  being  minority  stockholders  who  opposed  the  trans- 
fer were  estopped  from  maintaining  a  suit  for  rescission  on  the  ground 
of  ultra  vires,  because  they  had  subscribed  for  their  proportion  of  the 
stock  of  the  new  corporation,  although  under  protest,  and  had  per- 
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mitted  such  company  to  conduct  the  business  for  eighteen  months. 
"It  is  clear,"  said  Putnam,  C.  J.,  "that  the  complainants  have  not 
maintained  that  consistent  position  necessary  to  relieve  them  against 
an  equitable  estoppel.  They  admit  that  they  have  subscribed  for  their 
proportion  of  the  32,000  shares  of  stock  in  the  new  corporation.  They 
do  not  state  the  date  when  they  made  the  subscription.  The  transfer 
of  the  assets  to  this  corporation  was  made  in  July,  1895,  and  the  bill 
was  not  filed  until  the  12th  day  of  January,  1897,  so  that,  although  at 
the  outset  they  protested  against  the  reorganization,  yet  their  sub- 
scriptions, in  the  absence  of  any  proper  allegation  otherwise,  must  be 
presumed  to  have  been  made  at  such  a  time  as. justified  the  respond- 
ents in  assuming  that  the  lamp  company  was  ^x^^y\c\T\7.pi\j  so  far  as  the 
complainants  were  concerned,  to  receive  the  transfer  of  the  property 
nfjJTfi  nld  corporation,  and  to  commence  and  carry  on  its  manufac- 
turing business,  thus  involving  itself  in  the  liabilities  and  other  com- 
plications inevitably  arising  therefrom.     That  this  raised  an  estoppel 

^in  equity  as  against  a  bill  vrayina  rescission  ix  ton  r.lp.ar  to  np,p,d  dis- 

^ussign.  It  is  true  that  complainants  allege  that  this  subscription  was 
nnderjT-ntestj  a.pd  only  to  preserve  their  rights  ;  but  the  bill  does  not 
give  the  court  any  details  which  would  enable  it  to  perceive  that,  by 
any  possibility,  the  effect  of  the  su^crijtion,  which  of  itself  would 
be  an  accorojilished  fact,  could  be  overcome  by  any  protest  or  other 

_foimal_reservation  which  might  accompany  it." 

In  Towers  v.  African  Tag  Company  (L.  R.  [1  Ch.  1904],  658),  which 
was  a  suit  by  two  shareholders  of  the  defendant  to  compel  the  direc- 
tors to  repay  to  the  company  the  amount  of  a  dividend  illegally, 
though  honestly,  declared  and  paid,  the  decision  of  the  English  Court 
of  Appeal  is  accurately  stated  in  the  head  note  as  follows  :  "  A  share- 
holder in  a  limited  company  who  has,  with  full  notice  or  knowledge 
of  the  facts,  himself  received  part  of  the  proceeds  of  an  ultra  vires  act 
committed  by  the  directors  —  such  as  payment  of  a  dividend  out  of 
capital  —  and  who  still  retains  the  money,  cannot,  either  individually 
oras  suinp^  on  behalf  of  the  general  bodv  of  shareholders  maintatn  an 
"^action  against  those  directors."  Lord  Justice  Vaughn-Williams,  in 
the  "conrse  of  iiis  opinion,  says  :  "  If  it  be  the  fact,  as  I  think  it  is,  that 
these  plaintiffs  knew  of  all  that  ha,d  been  done,  received  their  diyi- 
dends  with  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  and  then  brought  this  actipn 
with  the  money  still  ?"  t'^"^''  p"^'^gta.-Qught  theyto"be  allowed  to  bring 
this  action,  which,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  is,  to  my  mmd,  an  actionsuch 
as  they  can  bring  in  nonaequenne  of  their  personal  interest  in  the  mat- 
ter ?  I  think  not.  I  think  that  an  action  cannot  be  Ijrought  by  an 
individual  shareholder  complaining  of  an  act  which  is  idtra  vires  if 
he  himself  has  in  his  pocket  at  the  time  he  brings  the  action  some  of 
the  proceeds  of  thatjrery  ultra  viresa^.  Nor,  in  my  opinion,  does  it 
alter  matters  that  he  represents  himself  as  ^uing  on  behalf  of  himself 

_and  others.  I  think  that  the  reason  which  requires  us  to  say  he  ought 
not  to  bring  such  an  action  equally  requires  us  to  say  that  he  ought 
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not  to  be  the  peg  upon  which  such_an  actiQa-is_to  be  hung  jorjhe 
benelit  ot  otners/'      " 

The  proposition  that  one  may  not  deny  the  jvalidity  of  a  contract 
under  which  he  has  taken  advantages  was  forcibly  asserted  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  United  States  ex 
rel.  International  Contracting  Co.  v.  Lament  (155  U.  S.  303).  There 
the  relator  applied  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  against  the  secretary  of 
war  to  compel  him  to  execute  and  deliver  a  contract  under  an  adver- 
tisement for  bids  for  dredging,  which  contract  the  relator  claimed  to 
have  entered  into  with  the  secretary,  so  as  to  render  it  enforceable. 
The  Supreme  Court  refused  to  consider  any  question  as  to  whether  the 
contract  was  to  be  regarded  as  complete  or  as  to  the  authority  of  the 
secretary  of  war  in  the  premises,  because  it  appeared  that  at  the  time 
when  the  application  for  the  mandamus  was  made  the  relator  had  vol- 
untarily entered  into  a  second  contract  to  do  the  same  work  at  a  lower 
price  and  on  different  terms,  and  had  already  been  paid  on  account 
thereof.  "  Even  if  the  writ  of  mandamus  could  be  so  perverted  as 
to  make  it  serve  the  purposes  of  an  ordinary  suit,"  said  Mr.  Justice 
White,  "  the  relator  is  in  no  position  to  avail  himself  of  such  relief. 
He  entered  of  his  own  accord  into  the  second  contract,  and  has  acted 
under  it  and  has  taken  advantages  which  resulted  from  its  action  under 
it,  having  received  the  compensation  which  was  to  be  paid  under  its 
terms.  Having  done  all  this  he  is  estopped  from  denying  the  validity 
of  the  contract.  (Citing  Oregonian  R.  Co.  v.  Oregon  R.  &  iV.  Co.,  10 
Sawyer,  464.)  Nor  does  the  fact  that  in  making  his  second  contract 
the  relator  protested  that  he  had  rights  under  the  first  better  his 
position.  If  he  had  any  such  rights  and  desired  to  maintain  them 
he  should  have  abstained  from  putting  himself  in  a  position  where  he 
voluntarily  took  advantage  of  the  second  opportunity  to  secure  the 
work.  A  party  cannot  avoid  the  legal  consequences  of  his  acts  by 
protesting  at  the  time  he  does  them  that  he  does  not  intenri  tosnhjp.nt 
Jiimselfto  such  consequences." 

3t3~V7as  said  oy  the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama  in  Robinson  v. 
Pehworth  (71  Ala.  240),  estoppel  in  a  case  of  this  character  "  simply 
means  that  you  shall  not  take  the  fruits  of  an  illegal  transaction  and 
afterwards  set  the  transaction  aside  as  illegal."  In  holding  that  the 
plaintiff  here  is  precluded  from  attacking  the  plan  and  lease  in  ques- 
tion by  reason  of  his  sale  of  the  privileges  acquired  by  him  thereunder 
as  a  stockholder  in  the  Metropolitan  Railway  Company,  we  do  not  pass 
upon  the  legality  of  the  scheme,  either  to  condemn  or  approve  it ;  we 
simply  decide  that,  even  assuming  it  to  be  as  unlawful  as  he  alleges, 
he  is  in  no  position  to  assail  it. 

This  defence  is  available  to  the  respondents  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  sell  his  privileges  until  after  the  begin- 
ning of  the  suit.  Matters  which  arise  between  the  bill  and  plea  may 
be  pleaded  in  equity.  {Turner  v.  Robinson,  1  Simons  &  Stuart,  3.) 
Under  the  old  chancery  system  in  this  state  there  was  no  rule  of  equity 
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pleading  whereby  a  defendant  was  precluded  from  availing  himself  of 
matters  arising  between  the  filing  of  the  bill  and  answer,  by  way  of 
avoidance  or  defence.  (Lyon  v.  Brooks,  2  Edw.  Ch.  110.)  Nor  is 
there  any  such  prohibition  under  the  Code.  (See  Beebe  v.  Dowd,  22 
Barb.  265,  259.)  As  was  said  by  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Haedin  in 
Mann  v.  City  of  Utica  (44  How.  Pr.  334,  339)  :  "  It  is  a  familiar  rule 
in  equity  cases  which  permits  courts  to  take  into  consideration  sub- 
sequent events  happening  after  the  commencement  of  the  action  in 
equity  and  determining  what  relief  shall  be  granted,  especially  -where 
part  of  the  relief  asked  for  is  an  injunction  from  the  court  to  restrain 
parties." 

For  the  reasons  which  have  been  stated,  and  without  considering  or 
deciding  the  other  questions  discussed  by  counsel,  we  conclude  that 
this  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

CuLLEN,  Ch.  J.,  O'Brien,  Haight,  Vann,  Weenee,  and  His- 
cocK,  J  J.,  concur. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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(l)  Rights  of  Persons  who  became  Shareholders  at  a  Time  subsequent  to  the  Commis- 


oecame  tsnarenoiaers  ai  a  i  ime  auusequeTu  lu  uie  K^mianwt-  r^    £f  C 

sion  of  the  Alleged  Wrong.  O-/    V)    Ci    M  ^-  ' 


WINSOR  V.  BAILEY, 
1875.    55  Nem  Hampshire,  SIS  ' 

Bill  in  equity  by  Winsor  et  als.  against  the  Hooksetfc  M'f'g  Co., 
and  various  individuals ;  alleging  that  certain  monies  of  the  company 
have  beenvwrongfullypaid  over  to  some  of  the  defendants  ;  and  pray- 
ing that  mk  re'rfpients  m"ay  be  decreed  to  repay  the  same  to  the  corpo- 
ration. The  bill  alleges  that  the  plaintiffs  are  owners  of  stock  in  the 
companj',  and  sets  out  specifically  the  number  of  shares  owned  by 
each  ;  but  does  not  allege  that  tdiey  were  owners  of  stock  at  the  time 
of  the^pavments  complained  of.     Defendants  demurred. 

Mugridge,  for  plaintiffs. 

Fowler  and  Tappan,  for  defendants. 

Ladd,  J. 

2.  The  bill  alleges  that  the  plaintiffs  are  owners  of  stock,  and  sets 
out  specifically  the  amount  owned  by  each.  It  is  contended  for  the 
defendants  that  the  bill  is  defective  in  not  showing  that  thej'  were 
owners  of  stock  at  the  time,  of  the  alleged  wrongful  paj'ment  to  some 
or  all  of  the  defendants.  No  authority  is  referred  to  in  support  of  this 
position,  and  I  see  no  sounrl  i-ea.son  upon  which  it  can  be  sustained. 
To  hold  so,  would  seem  to  involve  the  singular  consequence  that  the 
transfer  of  stock  in  a  corporation  extinguishes  the  right  to  inquirgjnto 
the  previous  fraudulent  conduct  of  its  offlcerSy  whereDv  its  t'linds  have 
been  misappropriated. 

Gushing,  C.  J.,  concurred. 

Smith,  J.  2.  The  plaintiffs  allege  that  they  are  stockholders  in  the 
Hooksett  Manufacturing  Companj-,  and  specify  the  number  of  shares 
owned  bj-  each,  but  do  not  allege  that  they  were  stockholders  at  the  time 
the  dividend  was  paid  the  defendants.  But  that  is  not  necessarj',  and  it 
is  immaterial  whether  thej"  were  or  not.  The  transfer  of  the  stock  con- 
veyedtoTIiem  not  only  the  ownership  of  the  shares  and  the  right  to 
tiie  future  dividends  thereon,  but  also  placed  them  on  an  equal  foot- 
ing with  the  otheK-atQcliliQlders  in  respect  to  the  right  to  call  the 
officers  and  agents  of  the  corporation  to  an  account  for  their  fraud- 
ulent conduct,  • 


1  Only  10  much  of  the  case  is  given  as  lelates  to  one  point.  —  Ed. 
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FARSONS  V.   JOSEPH. 

1890.     92  Alabama,  403.1 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Jefferson. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Cobbs. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  19th  day  of  July,  1890,  by 
Henry  Joseph,  as  a  stockholder  in  the  Birmingham,  Powderly  & 
Bessemer  Street  Railroad  Company,  against  the  said  corporation  and 
J.  H.  Parsons ;  and  sought  the  cancellation  of  certain  certificates  of 
stock  issued  by  the  corporation  to  said_  Parsons,  on  the  ground  that  the 
"stock  was  fictitious  and  fraudulent.  There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  bill, 
and  a  motion  to  dis^lve  the  injunction,  each  of  which  was  overruled ; 
and  this  appeal  is  sued  out  by  the  defendants  from  that  interlocutory 
decree. 

Lea  <&  G-reene,  for  appellants. 

White  d>  Jlowze,  contra. 

Coleman,  J.  The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  have  certain  certificates 
of  stock  issued  by  the  Birmingham,  Powderly-  &  Bessemer  Street  Rail- 
road Co.  to  defendant  Parsons,  cancelled,  on  the  ground  that  the  stock 
is  fictitious,  and  was  issued  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  and  statute 
law  of  the  State.  The  bill  praj'ed  an  injunction,  and  the  writ  was 
awarded  \>y  the  chancellor.  A  demurrer  was  interposed,  and  also  an 
answer  by  the  defendant  Parsons.  The  cause  was  submitted  for 
decree  on  the  demurrer,  and  upon  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 
The  court  overruled  the  demurrer,  and  denied  the  motion  to  dissolve 
the  injunction,  and  from  this  interlocutory  decree  the  appeal  is  taken. 

Among  other  averments,  the  bill  substantially  alleges  that  plaintiff 
is  a  hnnq,  f.r^f>  Rf.nf;1fhnlflBv  in  said  companj' ;  that  shortl3'  after  the 
organization  of  the  company,  the  defendant  subscribed  for  one  hundred 
and  -seven  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  of  the  par  value 
of  fifty  dollars  each,  and  paid  for  the  same  in  full  by  conveying  to  the 
companj-  thirty-nine  acres  of  land  (describing  the  land)  at  an  agreed 
price  and  valuation  of  one  linndrpfl  «"d  thi rty-sp,ven  dollars  per  acre, 
when  the  land  was  not  worth  more  thnn  Jjfpnt.y  fivo  dnllars  per  acre, 
and  for  this  land  Parsons  was  to  receive  one  hundred  and  seven  shares 
of  the  stock  ;  that  shortly  thereafter,  the  capital  stock  of  the  company 
was  doubled,  and  without  further  consideration  than  the  thirty-nine 
acres  of  \af\d,  Parsons'  stock  was  doubled,  and  he  received  two  hun- 
dredjmd  fourteen  shares  of  the  capital  stock.  The  bill,  as  amended, 
cliarares  the  excessive  valuation  of  the  land  was  made  knowingly,  wil- 


.  fully,  and  wrffiltlie  f'""id'.i1°nfi  inten^  "^  i^Qvvn<T^iganofi  to  Parsons  the 
fictitious  stock,  in  violation  of  law.  This  is  a  sufficient  statement  ol 
the  facts  for  the  consideration  of  the  demurrer. 

'  Arguments  omitted.  —  Ed 


PAKSONS  V.   JOSEPH.  567 

The  demurrer  admits  the  truth  of  the  averments.  It  is  contended, 
that  the  bill  is  defective  in  not  averring  that  glaintiffwas  a  stockholder 
at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  complained  ofas  being  fraudulent,  or 
that  his  stock  devolved  upon  him  by  nppratinn  nf  law. 

In  the  case  of  Dimpfell  v.  Ohio  &  Miss.  R.  E.  Co.,  110  U.  S.  p. 
209,  relied  upon  by  appellant,  it  was  held,  that  a  stockholder,  contest- 
ing as  ultra  vires  an  act  of  the  directors,  should  aver  "  that  he  was  a 
stockholder  at  the  time  of  the  transaction  of  which  he  complains,  or 
that  his  shares  have  devolved  on  him  since  by  operation  of  law."  To 
the  same  effect  was  Hawes  v.  Oakland,  104  U.  S.  450 ;  and  many 
others  might  be  cited.  Upon  an  examination  of  these  authorities,  it 
will  be  seen  that  the  principle  asserted  rests  solely  upon  equity  Rale 
No.  94  adopted  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  and  which  may 
be  found  in  the  preface  to  vol.  104  of  U.  S.  Reports.  _Morawetz  on 
Private  Corporations,  speaking  of  this  rule,  says,  it  was  evidently  de- 
signed as  a  rule  of  practice  merely,  and  was  deemed  necessary  to  guard 
courts  from  being  imposed  upon  by  collnHinn  nf  partips.  —  Morawetz 
on  Priv.  Uorp.,  §§  iJtjy,  iJ7U.  The  rule  is  not  a  general  jirinciple  of 
law,  applicable  to  pleadings  in  all  the  courts,  and  has  nevei-  been 
ap|)iied  to  the  courts  of  this  State.  The  demurrer  to  the  bill  for  fail- 
ing to  make  this  averment  was  properly  overruled. 

The  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  was  heard  upon  the  sworn  bih 
and  answer.  The  answer  denied  that  plaintiflF  was  a  bona  fide  stock- 
holder, and  set  up  that  plaintiff  was  the  transferee  of  one  E.  Lesser. 
The  answer  admits  that  defendant's  stock  was  doubled  without  the 
payment  of  any  additional  consideration  than  that  of  the  land  ;  but  by 
way  of  explanation  and  defense,  avers  that  the  lands  were  not  truly 
and  properly  valued  at  first,  and  the  increased  valuation  of  the  lands 
onlj-  raised  them  to  their  real  and  true  value,  and  the  additional  issue 
of  stock  was  for  property  at  its  fair,  valuation.  The  answer  continues, 
however,  as  follows :  that  if  said  transaction  had  been  illegal  and 
fraudulent,  and  not  done  in  good  faith,  complainant  is  estopped  from 
setting  up  fraud  in  said  transaction,  or  seeking  to  cancel  said  stock, 
because  E.  Lesser^  who  was  complainant's  transferrer,  participated  in 
.all  of  said  transactions  and  himself  fixed  the  value  of  said  lands,  with 
.iiilLknowledge  of  and  after  full  investigation  of  the  value  of  said  land. 

A  transferree  of  stock  ia  nn|^nPfflsg3,iMly  fligqna]ifi^p>i  as  a  suitor  in  all 
cases,  because  the  prior  holders  were  gersongjljijiisqualified.  If  the 
transferee  purchased  the  shares  in  good  faith,  and  without  nntinp  of 
the  fact  that  the  prior  holder  had  precluded  himself  from  suing,  he 
would  have  as  just  a  title  to  relief,  as  if  he  had  purchased  from  a  share- 
holder who  was  under  no  disability ;  but,  if  the  purchaser  was  aware 
that  the  prior  holder  had  barred  his  right  to  relief,  neither  justice  nor 
public  policy  would  require  that  the  transferee,  under  these  circum- 
stances, should  be  accorded  any  greater  rights  than  his  transferrer. 

Mojawfitz,  xi/pra,  §_267. 

The  same  rule  prevails  in  this  State  in  favor  of  derivative  purchasers. 
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If  a  claimant  was  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  without  notice  of  a  fraud, 

prj^f.,„j^q    ..=i>i^lT~<lm    Ijw  ■■nmitlpi.n    nifflmpnf-.   t.n   PHtghliah  It,   nr^ftv^m 

which  it  is  inferable,  tlien  he  ^^iil^  ""t.  >^p  gfFpfitpd  hy  nnt.if^P!  t.n  his 
vendor.  —  Eorton  v.  Smith,  8  Ala.  78  ;  Fenno  v.  Sayre,  3  Ala.  458  ; 
Weer  v.  Davis,  4  Ala.  442 ;  Martinez  v.  lAndsey,  91  Ala.  334 ;  Wait 
on  Insol.  Cor.,  §§  628,  630. 

If  a  stockholder  participates  in  a  wrongful  or  fraudulent  contract,  or 
silently  acquiesces  unTit~tfae  contract  becomes  executed,  he  can  not 
then  come  into  a  court  of  equitj-,  to  cancel  the  contract,  and  more 
especially,  if  the  company,  or  himsejf,  as  g  stn^'lr^f^jf^f-y,  has  reaped  a 
benefit_[roni_thg_coriti"act ;  and  this  rule  holds  good,  although  the  con- 
sideration of  the  contract  ma3'  be  one  expressly  prohibited  by  statute. 
The  same  disabilit3'  would  attach  to  the  transferee  of  his  stock  who 
bought  with  notice.  We  consider  this  general  rule  of  equity  abund- 
antly sustained.  —  Morawetz  on  Priv.  Corp.,  §§  261,  262;  Cook  on 
Stock  and  Stockholders,  §§  39,  40,  735 ;  Wright  v.  Hughes,  12  Amer. 
St.  Rep.  413.  It  is  sustained  bj-  the  familiar  rule,  that  he  who  invokes 
the  aid  of  a  court  of  equitj-  must  have  cleanhands.  Mr.  Cook  states 
the  conditions  upon  which  a  stockholder  can  sustain  a  suit  to  remed3-  the 
frauds,  ultra  vires  acts  or  negligence  of  directors,  to  be,  first,  the 
acts  complained  of  must  be  such  as  to  amount  to  a  breach  of  trust,  and 
such  as  neither  a  majority  of  the  directors  nor  of  the  stockholders  can 
ratify  or  condone ;  second,  that  the  complaining  stockholder  himself  is 
free  from  laches,  acquiescence  of  the  acts  to  remedy  which  the  suit  is 
brought ;  third,  that  the  corporation  has  been  requested  and  refused  or 
neglected  to  institute  the  suit,  that  the  suit  is  instituted  by  bona  fide 
stockholders  as  complainants,  and  that  the  corporation  and  the  guilty 
parties,  and  other  proper  parties  have  been  made  defendants.  Cook, 
supra,  §  646. 

If  the  averments  of  the  bill  are  sustained  by  proof,  the  stock  issued 
to  the  defendants  was  in  violation  of  section  1662  of-  the  Code  and 
of  section  6,  Article  XIV  of  the  Constitution.  On  the  contrary,  if  the 
proof  shows  that  the  property  was  received  in  payment  of  stock,  at  a 
fair  valuation,  such  would  not  be  the  result.  —  Davis  Bros.  v.  Mont- 
gomery Fur.  tfc  Chem.  Co.,  at  present  term. 

In  cases  where  the  stockholders  of  the  company  bj'  any  laches, 
acquiescence,  or  participation^  in  the  unlawful  and  fictitious  issue  of 
stock  or  for  any  other  sufficient  cause  are  precluded  from  instituting 
the  proper  proceedings,  to  remedy  the  wrong,  the  remed}'  is  still  open 
to  the.§tate  to  institute  all  necessary  and  proper  proceedings  to  vacate 
and  dissolve  the  corporation,  or  have  such  other  proper  judgment  and 
decree  rendered,  as  the  proof  and  justice  may  demand. 

It  may  be,  that  stockholders,  who  knowingly  and  intentionally  have 
subscribed  and  paidiCor stock  with  propert}'  upon  a  fictitious  valuation, 
are  liable  as  stockholders  who  have  not  paid  up  in  full  for  their  stock, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  to  creditors  who  have  not  precluded 
themselves  A^m- maintaining  the  suit. — Wait,  sm)ra,  %  b^^^^Dougka 
V.  Ireland,  ns  N.  Y.  10^J\Boynton  v.  AndrewSfJeS  N.  Y.  9^7^ 
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Applying  the  rule  of  law  applicable  when  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  in- 
junction is  submitted  upon  bill,  exhibits,  and  answer,  and  considering 
only  so  much  of  the  answer  as  is  responsive  to  the  bill,  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  the  decretal  order,  overruling  the  demurrers  and  motion  to 
dissolve  the  injunction,  is  free  from  error. 

Af&rmed. 

The  case  of  Downey  v.  Joseph  was  affirmed  on  the  authority  of  the 
above  case. 


TRIMBLE  V.  AMEEICAN  SUGAR  REFINING  CO. 

1901.    61  N.  J.  Eq.  340. 

JPiTiTEY.  V.  C.    The  cause  of  action  attempted  to  be  shown  in  the 
complainant's  bill  may  be  divided  as  follows  :  First,  that  the  acts  of 
the  defendant  in  going  into  the  nnfFee  trade  are  ultra  vires,  in  that  "^ 
they  are  not  warranted  by  the  objects  of  the  corporation  as  set  forth  in            „„^jt^ 
the  articles  of  association  or  certificate  of  incorporation ;  second,  that  --'i^lT^J^^^ 
the  defendant  has  a  large  surplus  in  funds  not  necessary  for  use  in  its 
legitimate  business,  which  it  ought  to  divide  and  refuses  to  divide ;    f^^^JiyO^^ ' 
third,  that  it  has  concealed  its  true  situation  from  its  stockholders, 
and  fourth,  that  it  is  carrying  on  the  sugar  trade  and  coffee  trade  in    i.**^*^^ 
competition  with  a  corporation  known  as  Arbuekle  Brothers,  for  the  'v^t***^'^  • 
purpose  of  driving  that  corporation  to  unite  and  consolidate  with  the 
complainant ;  and  that  such  action  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
may  result  in  the  destruction  of  the  defendant's  corporate  rights.         ^ ^ 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  complainant  is  the  holder  ol^e  seven^/?  f  z' 
hiiTidf"^  ""'^  fn-pHc^:>i  pgi-<:  of  the  Capital  stock  of  the  company,  a  trifle 
less  than  one-seventh  of  one  per  cent  of  the  whole  issue ;  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  other  st^""Tfli"1rl'<''  ig  '^iggg^^^gfiqd^with  the  conduct 
of  the  business  of  the  company  in  respect  to  the  matters  complained 
of  by  the  bill. 

Admitting  that  the  holder  of  so  small  a  part  of  the  stock  is  entitled 
to  be  heard  in  this  court  for  the  correction  of  any  real  grievance  he 
may  suffer  by  the  misconduct  of  the  majority,  yet  I  think  it  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  require  that  he  should  show  a  clear  case  by  distinct 
affirmative  allegations,  even  if  they  should  necessarily  include  some 
of  a  negative  cnaracter.  In  short,  he  must  anticipate  and  exclude  all 
reasonablv  probable  condi<^^"Tis  whinh  may  bar  his  relieE 

With  this  preliminary  observation,  I  further  remark  that  the  bill 
does  not  state  at  what,  time  mm  plain  an  <-.  acquired  the  flnfi_hundred 
_shgxes-Gf  stock  which  he  holds,  and  it  is  common  knowledge  that  the 
stock  of  this  company,  and  many  others  of  the  same  class,  is  daily 
dealt  in  on  the  Exchange.  For  aught  that  appears,  he  may  have  ac- 
quired it  a  very  short  time  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  from  a  holder 
who  had  acquiesced  in  everything  that  the  company  had  done  up  to 
that  time  and  in  the  policy  the  carrying  out  of  which  the  complainant 
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seeks  to  enjoin.  That  such  acquiescence  would  bar  the  original  hold- 
ers of  the  shares  now  Tip.lrl  by  tha  mTnp1a.ina.Titj"Tf  he  knew  nf  it,  is 
perfectly  well  settled.  It  is  necessary,  on  this  point,  only  to  refer  to 
the  case  of  Babe  &  Cross  v.  Dunlap,  6  Dick.  Ch.  Eep.  40.  And  it 
seems  to  me  that  where  a  person  holding  so  small  a  fraction  of  the 
capital  stock  as  the  complainant  represents  here  asks  to  interfere  with 
a  particular  phase  of  the  management  of  the  corporation,  which  is  pre- 
sumably satisfactory  to  all  the  other  stockholders,  he  ought  to  show 
affirmatively  that  neither  he  nor  his  predecessor  inJatle-has  acquiesced 

in  thepolicy  of  which  he  now  '^'^TnplainSj  f"r  T  t.TiinV  Tia  wnnlrl  Vip  hnnnrl 

by  the  acquiescence  of  his  predecessor  in  title. 
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1907.    210  U.S  206.        9- f   J^'^'*'- 

Mk.  Justice  Holmes  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  bill  in  equity  brought  by  the  petitioner  to  rescind  a  sale 
to  it  of  certain  mining  rights  and  lands  by  the  defendants'  testator,  or 
in  the  alternative  to  recover  damages  for  the  sale.  The  bill  was  de- 
murred to  and  the  demurrer  was  sustained.  136  Fed.  Rep.  916.  Then 
the  bill  was  amended  and  again  demurred  to,  and  again  the  demurrer 
was  sustained,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed.  This  decree  was  affirmed 
by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals.  148  Fed.  Eep.  1020 ;  79  C.  C.  A. 
534.  The  ground  of  the  petitioner's  case  is  that  Lewisohn,  the  de- 
ceased, and  one  Bigelow,  as  promoters,  formed  the  petitioner  that  they 
might  sell  certain  properties  to  it  at  a  profit,  that  they  made  their  sale 
while  they  owned  all  the  stock  issued,  but  in  contemplation  of"a~Iarge 
^Cufther  issue  to  the  public  without  disclosure  of  their  profityjmd^that 
such  an  issuejn^lact  was  mage..  The  Supreme  Judicial  Court  oflJlas- 
sachusetts  has  held  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover  from  Bigelow  upon 
a  substantially  similar  bill.     188  Massachusetts,  315. 

The  facts  alleged  are  as  follows :  The  property  embraced  in  the  . 
plan  was  the  mining  property  of  the  Old  Dominion  Copper  Company 

of  Baltimore,  and  also  t^ha   mi|)incr   rifT'h<:Q    pnfl    Ignfi    |ir>w  iy]    f^nftgt.irvn , 

the  latter  being  held  by  one  Keyser,  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  of 
the  executors  of  one  Simpson,  who  with  Keyser  owned  the  stock  of  the 
Baltimore  company.  Bigelow  and  Lewisohn,  in  May  and  June,  1895, 
obtained  o^tio^s  from  Simpson's  executors  and  Keyser  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  stock  and  the  property  now  in  question.  They  also  formed 
a  syndicate  to  carry  out  their  plan,  with  the  agreement  that  the  money 
subscribed  by  the  members  should  be  used  for  the  purchase  and  the 
sale  to  a  new  corporation,  at  a  large  advanfie,  and  that  the  members, 
in  the  proportion  oftEeir  subscriptions,  should  receive  in  cash  or  in 
stock  of  the  new  corporation  the  profit  made  by  the  sale.    On  May  28, 
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1896,  Bigelow  paid  Simpson's  executors  for  their  stock  on  behalf  of 
the  syndicate,  in  cash  and  notes  of  himself  and  Lewisohn,  and  in  June 
Keyser  was  paid  in  the  same  way. 

On  July  8, 1895,  Ijigelov  and  Lewisohn  started  the  plaintifE  corpo-  // 
ration,  the  seven  members  bein|;JhpiT-  ^ifTniTiftfts  ariTl-tTinTT  Tire-Ttext  // 
day  the  stock  of  the  company  was  increasecrtm.50,000  shares  of 
twenty-five  dollars  each,  of&cers  were  elected,  and  the  corporation  be- 
came duly  organized.  July  11,  pursuant  to  instructions,  some  of  the 
of&cers  resigned,  and  Bigelow  and  Lewisohn  and  three  other  absent 
members  of  the  syndicate  came  in.  Thereupon  an  offer  was  received 
from  the  Baltimore  company,  the  stock  of  which  had  been  bought,  as 
stated,  by  Bigelow  and  Lewisohn,  to  sell  substantially  all  its  property 
for  100.000  shares  of  the  plaintiff  company.  The  offer  was  accepted, 
and  then  Lewisohn  offered  to  sell  the  real  estate  now  in  question,  ob- 
tained from  Keyser,  for  30,000  shares,  to  be  issued  to  Bigelow  and 
himself.  This  also  was  accepted  and  possession  of  all  the  mining 
property  was  delivered  the  next  day.  The  sales  "  were  consummated" 
by  delivery  of  deeds,  and  giterwards,  nn  July  18,  to  raise  working 
capital,  it  was  voted  to  offer  the  remaining  20,000  shares  to  the  public 
at  par,  and  they  were  taken  by  subscribers  who  did  not  know  of  the' 
profit  made  by  Bigelow  and  Lewisohn  and  the  syndicate.  On  Sep- 
tember 18,  the  100,000  and  30,000  shares  were  issued,  and  it  was  voted 
to  issue  the  20,000  when  paid  for.  The  bill  alleges  that  the  property 
of  the  Baltimore  company  was  not  worth  more  than  $1,000,000,  the 
sum  paid  for  its  stock,  and  the  property  here  concerned  not  over 
$5,000,  as  Bigelow  and  Lewisohn  knew.  The  market  value  of  the  peti- 
tioner's stock  was  less  than  par,  so  that  the  price  paid  was  $2,500,000, 
it  is  said,  for  the  Baltimore  company's  property  and  $750,000  for  that 
here  concerned.  Whether  this  view  of  the  price  paid  is  correct,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  decide. 

Of  the  stock  in  the  petitioner  received  by  Bigelow  and  Lewisohn  or 
their  Baltimore  corporation.  40.000_shares  went  to  the  syndicate  as 
profit, jtnd.  the  members  had  theircEoice"ot  receivinga  likeaddij;inna1 
number  of  shares  or  the  repayment  of  their  oripinaTsii hsnrjpgn^  Ah 
pretty  nearly  ail  took  the  stock,  the  syndicate  received~about  80,000 
shares.  The  remaining  20,000  of  the  stock  paid  to  the  Baltimore  com- 
pany, Bigelow  and  Lewisohn  divided,  the  plaintiff  believes,  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  syndicate.     The3Q41QD  shares  received  for  the 


property  now  in  question  they  also  divided.     Thus  the  plans  of  Bige- 
low and  Lewisohn  were  carried  out. 

The  argument  for  the  petitioner  is  that  all  would  admit  that  the 
promoters  (assuming  the  English  phrase  to  be  well  applied)  stood  in 
a  fiduciary  relation  to  it,  if,  when  the  transaction  took  place,  there 
were  members  who  were  not  informed  of  the  profits  made  and  who  did 
not  acquiesce,  and  that  the  same  obligation  of  good  faith  extends  down 
to  the  time  of  the  later  subscriptions,  which  it  was  the  promoters'  plan 
to  obtain.    It  is  an  argument  that  has  commanded  the  assent  of  at 


^ 
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least  one  court,  and  is  stated  at  length  in  the  decision.  But  the  courts 
do  not  agree.  There  is  no  authority  binding  upon  us  and  in  point. 
The  general  observations  in  Dickerman  v.  Northern  Trust  Co.,  176 
U.  S.  181,  were  obiter,  and  do  not  dispose  of  the  case.  Without  spend- 
ing time  upon  the  many  dicta  that  were  quoted  to  us,  we  shall  en- 
deavor to  weigh  the  considerations  on  one  side  and  the  other  afresh. 
The  difficulty  that  meets  the  petitioner  at  the  outset  is  that  it  has 

p<jRPrvtoj_J,p  i.hp  t.rajma^.inn  W-iAh— th&-fnVl_  Tcnnwlprlgp  fif  ihp.  factS.      It 

is  said,  to  be  sure,  that  on  September  18,  when  the  shares  were  issued 
to  the  sellers,  there  were  already  subscribers  to  the  20,000  shares  that 
the  public  took.  But  this  does  not  appear  from  the  bill,  unless  it 
should  be  inferred  from  the  ambiguous  statement  that  on  that  day  it 
was  voted  to  issue  those  shares  "  to  persons  who  had  subscribed  there- 
for," upon  receiving  payment,  and  that  the  shares  "  were  thereafter 
duly  issued  to  said  persons,"  etc.  The  words  "had  subscribed"  may 
refer  to  the  time  of  issue  and  be  equivalent  to  "  should  have  sub- 
scribed "  or  may  refer  to  an  already  past  event.  But  that  hardly  mat- 
ters. The  contract  had  been  made  and  the  property  delivered  on  July 
11  and  12,  when  Bigelow,  Lewisohn  and  some  other  members  of  the 
syndicate  held  all  the  outstanding  stock,  and  it  is  alleged  in  terms  that 
the  sales  were  consummated  before  the  vote  of  July  18  to  offer  the 
stock  to  the  public  had  been  passed. 

3J~the  time~of  the  sale  to  the  plaintiff,  then,  there  was  no  wrong 

done  to  any  one.     Bigelow,  Lewisohn  and  their  syndicate  were  on  both 

sides  of  the  bargain,  and  they  might  issue  to  themselves  as  much  stock 

in  their  corporation  as  they  liked  in  exchange  for  their  conveyance 

of  their  land.     Salomon  v.  Salomon  &  Co.  [1897],  A.  C.  2? ;  Blum  v. 

Whitney,  185  N.  Y.  232  ;  Tompkins  v.  Sperry,  96  Maryland,  560.     If 

there  was  a  wrong  it  was  when  the  innocent  public  subscribed.    But 

what  one  would  expect  to  find,  if  a  wrong  happened  then,  would  not 

be  that  the  sale  became  a  breach  of  duty  to  the  corporation  nun  pro 

tunc,  but  that  the  invitation  to  the  public  without  disclosure,  when 

acted  upon,  became  a  fraud  upon  the  subscrijtfiEs  from  an  equitable 

point  of  view,  accompanied  by  what  they  might  treat  as  damage.    For 

it  is  only  by  virtue  of  the  innocent  subscribers'  position  and  the  pre 

moter's  invitation  that  the  corporation  has  any  pretence  for  a  standing 

in  court.    If  the  promnters  after  starting  ^^^p.^T  gp-heme  had  sold  their 

\  stock  heffVEft-fi.ny  niiKir.T-iptinnc  wnrn  t-^iVpn^  and  t^pn  the  pnrf.hasera  of 

I  their  stock  with  notice  had  invited  the  public  to  come  in  and^]itai(l, 

I  wedo  not  see  how  the  company  could  maintain  this  suit.     If  it  could 

1    not  then,  we  do  nn<-.  hap  Tinw  \h  pgi^  ^IP'"'^  " 

But  it  is  said  that  from  a  business  point  of  view  the  agreement  was 
not  made  merely  to  .bind  the  corporation  as  it  then  was,  with  only 
forty  shares  issued,  but^to  bind  the'corporation  when  it  should  have 
|a  capital  of  S3.750,00Q ;  and  the  implication  is  that  practically  this 
was  a  new  and  different  corporation.  Of  course,  legally  speaking,  a 
corporation  does  not  change  its  identity  by  adding  a  cubit  to  its  stature. 
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The  nominal  capital  of  the  corporation  was  the  sainp.  whsn  thn  non- 
tiant.  waFmadP!  and  after  the  public  had  subscribed.  Therefore  what 
must  be  meant  is,  as  we  have  said,  that  the  corporation  got  a  new  right 
from  the  fact  that  new  men  who  did  not  know  what  it  had  done  had 
put  in  their  money  and  had  become  members.  It  is  assumed  in  argu- 
ment that  the  new  mftmhprH  had  Tin  prrnnnd  for  a  suit  in  their  own 
names,  but  it  is  assumed  also  that  their  position  cbaTiged  that  of  the 
corporation,  and  thus  that  the  indirect  effect  of  their  acts  was  greater 
than  thTdirect ;  that  facts  that  gave  *^hp"^  ""  p.laim  gavB  one  to  the 
corporation  becanse  of  them,  notwithstanding  its  assent.  We  shall 
notconsider  whether  the  new  mftmViers  had  a_  personal  claim  of  any 
kind,  and  therefore  we  deal  with  the  case  without  prejudice  to  that 
question,  and  without  taking  advantage  of  what  we  understand  the 
petitioner  to  concede. 

But,  if  we  are  to  leave  technical  law  on  one  side  and  approach  the 
ease  from  what  is  supposed  to  be  a  business  point  of  view,  there  are 
new  matters  to  be  taken  into  account  I£  the  corporation  recovers, 
all  thp.  R<;nfiT^^"i'^"'"'i  [jnilty  as  well  as  innocent,  get  the  benefit.  It  is' 
answered  that  the  corporation  is  not  precluded  from  recovering  for  a 
fraud  upon  it,  because  the  party  committing  the  fraud  is  a  stockholder. 
Old  Dominion  Copper  Mining  and  Smelting  Co.  v.  Bigelow,  188  Mas- 
sachusetts, 315,  327.  If  there  had  been  innocent  members  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  the  fact  that  there  were  also  guilty  ones  would  not  pre- 
vent a  recovery,  and  even  might  not  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  requiring 
all  the  guilty  members  to  be  joined  as  defendants  in  order  to  avoid  a 
manifest  injustice.  Stockton  v.  Anderson,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  486.  The  same 
principle  is  thought  to  apply  when  Jnnocent  members  are  brought  in 
later  under  a  scheme.  But  it  is  obvious  that  this  answer  falls  back 
upon  the  technical  diversity  between  the  corpnra.tinn  a.nd  it.a  members, 
which  the.business  point  of  view  is  supposed  to  transcend,  as  it  must, 
in  order  to  avoid  the  objection  that  the  corporation  has  assented  to  the 
sale  with  full  notice  of  the  facts.  It  is  mainly  on  this  diversity  that 
the  answer  to  the  objection  of  injustice  is  based  in  New  Sombrero 
Phosphate  Co.  v.  Erlanger,  5  Gh.  D.  73,  114,  122. 

Let  us  look  at  the  business  aspect  alone.  The  syndicate  was  a  party 
to  the  scheme  to  make  a  profit  out  of  the  corporation.  Whether  or  not 
there  was  a  subordinate  fraud  committed  by  Bigelow  and  Lewisohnon 
the  agreement  with  them,  as  the  petitioner  believes,  is  immaterial  to 
the  corporation.  The  issue  of  the  stock  was  apparent,  we  presume, 
on  the  books,  so  that  it  is  difficult  to  suppose- that  at  least  some  mem- 
bers of  the  syndicate,  representing  an  adverse  interest,  did  not  know 
what  was  done.  But  all  the  members  were  engaged  in  the  plan  of 
hiiyinp;  for  Ip.rr  a.nd  selling  to  the  corporation  for  more,  aiid  were  sub- 
ject to  whatever  equity  the  corporation  has  against  Bigelow  and  the 
.  estate  of  Lewisohn.  There  was  some  argument  to  the  contrary,  but 
this  seems  to  us  the  fair  meaning  of  the  bill.  Bigelow  and  Lewisohn, 
it  is  true,  divided  the  stock  received  for  the  real  estate  now  in  ques- 
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tion.  But  that  was  a  matter  between  them  and  the  syndicate.  The 
real  estate  was  bought  from  Keyser  by  the  syndicate,  along  with  his 
stock  in  the  Baltimore  company,  and  was  sold  by  the  syndicate  to  the 
petitioner  along  with  the  Baltimore  company's  property,  as  part  of 
the  scheme.  The  syndicate  was  paid  for  it,  whoever  received  the  stock. 
And  this  means  that  two-fifteenths  of  the  stock  of  the  corporation,  the 
20,000  shares  sold  to  the  public,  are  to  be  allowed  to  use  the  name  of 
the  corporation  to  assert  rights  against  Lewisohn's  estate  that  will 
eijure  to  the  benefit  of  thirteen^flfteetiths  of  the~stock  thatare  totally 
without  claimT  It  seems  to  us  that  the  practical  oD]ection  is  as  strong 
asjhat  arising  if  we  adhere  to  the  law. 

Let  us  taketJie  business  point  of  view  for  a  moment  longer.  To 
the  lay  mind  it  would  make  little  or  no  difference  whether  the  20,000 
shares  sold  to  the  public  were  sold  on  an  original  subscription  to  the 
articles  of  incorporation  or  were  issued  under  the  scheme  to  some  of 
the  syndicate  and  sold  by  them.  Yet  it  is  admitted,  in  accordance 
wilE~tlre^ecisions,  that  in  the  latter  case  the  innocent  purchasers 
would  have  no  claim  against  any  one.  If  we  are  to  seek  what  is  called 
substantial  justice  in  disregard  of  even  peremptory  rules  of  law,  it 
would  seem  desirable  to  get  a  rule  that  would  cover  both  of  the  almost 
£CLually  possible  cases  of  w^^"*^  i"  deemed  a,  wron^.  It  might  be  said 
that  if  the  stock  really  was  taken  as  a  preliminary  to  selling  to  the 
public,  the  subscribers  would  show  a  certain  confidence  in  the  enter- 
prise and  give  at  least  that  security  for  good  faith.  But  the  syndicate 
believed  in  the  enterprise,  notwithstanding  all  the  profits  that  they 
made  it  "pay.  They  preferred  to  take  stock  at  par  rather  than  cash. 
Moreover,  it  would  have  been  possible-  to  issue  the  whole  stock  in 
payment  for  the  property  purchased,  with  an  understanding  as  to 
20,000  shares. 

Of  course,  it  is  competent  for  legislators,  but  not,  we  think,  for 
judges,  except  by  a  g'Masi-legislativeoeclaration,  to  establish  that  a 
corporation  shall  not  be^bounS  by  its  assent  in  a  transaction  of  this 
kind,  when  the  parties  coiitBmplate  an  invitation  to  the  puTslic  to  come 
in  and  join  as  original  subscribers  for  any  portion  of  the  shares.  It 
may  be  said  that  the  corporation  cannot  be  bound  until  the  contem- 
plated  adverse  interest  is  represented,  or  it  may  be  said  that  promoters 
cannot  strip  themselves  of  the  character  of  tr"stfinminti I  thnt  mnTnp.nt. 
Butit  seems  to  us  a  strictly  legislative  determination.  It  is  difficult, 
without  inventing  new  and  qualifying  established  doctrines,  to  go  be- 
hind the  fact  that  the  corporation  remains  one  and  t.hfi  sa^ne  after 
piiee_it  really  exists.  When,  as  here,  after  it  really  exists,  it  con- 
sents, we  at  least  shall  require  stronger  equities  than  are  shown  by 
this  bill  to  allow  it  to  renew  its  claim  at  a  later  date  because  its  in- 
ternal constitution  has  changed. 

To  sum  up  :  In  our  opinion,  on  the  one  hand,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
recover  without  departing  from  the  fundamental  conception  embodied 
in  the  law  that  created  it;  the  conception  that  a  corporation  remains 


OLD  DOMINION  COPPER  CO.   V.   LEWISOHN.  675 

unchanged  and  unaffected  in  its  identity  bv  nhan^es  in  its  members. 
'^onnell  v.  Herring-HaU-'mlrvin  Safe  Co.',  208  U.  S.  267,  273 ;  Salo- 
mon V.  Salomon  &  Co.  [1897],  A.  C.  22,  30.  On  the  other  hand,  if  we 
should  undertake  to  look  through  fiction  to  facts,  it  appears  to  us  that 
substantial  justice  would  not  be  accomplished,  but  rather  a  great  in- 
justice done,  if  the  corporation  were  allowed  to  disregard  its  previous 
assent  in  order  to  charp;e  a  singlejnember  with  the  whole  results  of  a 
transaction  to  whicn  tnirteen-nfteenths  of  its  stock  were  parties,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  guilty,  if  there  was  guilt  in  any  one,  and  the  in- 
nocent alike.  We  decide  only  what  is  necessary.  We  express  no 
opinion  as  to  whether  the  defendant  properly  is-  called  a  promoter, 
or  whether  the  plaintiff  has  not  been  guilty  of  laches,  or  whether  a 
remedy  can  be  had  for  a  part  of  a  single  transaction  in  the  form  in 
which  it  is  sought,  or  whether  there  was  any  personal  claim  on  the 
part  of  the  innocent  subscribers,  or  as  to  any  other  question  than  that 
which  we  have  discussed. 

The  English  case  chiefly  relied  upon,  Erlanger  v.  New  Sombrero 
Phosphate  Co.,  3  App.  Cas.  1218,  affirming  s.  c,  5  Oh.  D.  73,  seems 
to  us  far  from  establishing  a  different  doctrine  for  that  jurisdiction. 
There,  to  be  sure,  a  syndicate  had  made  an  agreement  to  sell,  at  a 
profit,  to  a  company  to  be  got  up  by  the  sellers.  But  the  company, 
at  the  first  stage,  was  made  up  mainly  of  outsiders,  some  of  them  in- 
struments  of  the  sellers,  bufTnUOCBiit  iusU'iimeiiLs,  and,  according  to 
Lord  Cairns,  the  contract  was  provisional  on  the  shares  being  taken 
and  the  company  formed  (p.  1239).  There  never  was  a  moment  when 
tl^e  company  had  assented  with  knowledge  of  the  facts.  The  shares, 
witll  parllaps  ujiie  eiiieptiou,  all  were  taken  by  subscribers  ignorant  of 
the  facts,  5  Ch.  D.  113,  and  the  contract  seems  to  have  reached  for- 
ward to  the  moment  when  they  subscribed.  As  it  is  put  in  2  Mora- 
wetz,  Corp  (2d  ed.)  §  292,  there  \vas  really  no  company  till  the  shares 
wgrejssued.  Here  thirteen-fifteenths  of  the  stock  had  been  taken  by 
the  syndicate,  the  corporation  was  in  full  life  and  had  assented  to  the 
sale  with  knowledge  of  the  facts  before  an  outsider  joined.  There 
most  of  the  syndicate  were  strangers  to  the  corporation,  yet  all  were 
joined  as  r|pfp^rla"<^«  (p  1^^^)  Here  the  members  of  the  syndicate, 
a.1t.hmigh  TnAiinhpra  nf  thft  corporation,  are  not.  ]oinp.fi.  nnfl  ^t  jq  p^M^^ht 
■hn  t.Tirnw  \^p.  VinrrlpTi  nf  \hp.\v  act  upon  a  fliTiglp.  tmp  Gluckstein  V. 
Barnes  [1900],  A.  C.  240,  certainly  is  no  stronger  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
in  Teiser  v.  United  States  Board  &  Paper  Co.,  107  Fed.  Rep  340,  an- 
other case  that  was  relied  upon,  the  transaction  equally  was  carried 
through  after  innocent  subscribers  had  paid  for  stock. 

Decree  affirmed.^ 

1  In  Old  Dominion  Copper  Co.  v.  Bigetow,  188  Mass.  315,  the  court  said,  p.  327:  Again,  the 
corporation  is  not  barred  because  when  the  agreement  was  made  it  acquiesced  in  the  trade 
and  it  was  then,  from  a  legal  point  of  view,  fully  born.  That  was  equally  true  in  Hayward 
V.  Leeson  and  the  cases  cited  in  that  case.  The  answer  to  that  suggestion  is  that  from  a 
business  point  of  view  the  agreement  was  not  made  to  bind  the  corporation  with  a  capital 
of  f  1000  which  was  the  corporation  then  in  fact  in  existence,  but  to  bind  the  corporation 
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with  a  capital  of  13,750,000.  It  was  to  that  corporation  with  a  capital  of  $3,750,000  that 
a  full  disclosure  ought  to  have  been  made,  and  to  that  corporation  no  disclosure  ever  was 
made. 

On  the  case  stated  in  this  bill  the  defendant  was  a  promoter  of  the  plaintiff  corporation; 
being  a  promoter  he  stood  in  a^fiduciary  relation  to  it;  on  selling  to  the  plaintiff  the  real 
estate  here  in  question  he  was  bound  to  disclose  all  facts  known  to  him  material  in  the  sale 
since  it  was  not  independently  represented ;  the  price  at  which  the  property  recently  had 
been  bought  with  a  view  to  reselling  it  tr  the  plaintiff  corporation  was  at  any  rate  a  mate- 
rial fact  which  he  was  bound  to  disclose  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  and  Lewisohn 
was  not  equivalent  to  a  disclosure  to  th«  plaintiff  corporation,  although  thej'  owned  all  the 
stock  of  the  plaintiff  corporation  outstanding  at  the  time  the  sale  was  made ;  and  although 
fifty-six  fhousand  out  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  shares  of  the  capital  stock  ulti- 
mately issued  were  issued  to  them ;  the  defendant  violated  the  duty  which  he  owed  the 
plaintiff  in  not  disclosing  that  fact;  and  for  this  reason  the  contract  here  in  question  was 
not  binding  on  the  plaintiff. 
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(a)  Fraudulent  Conveyances. 

HUED  V.  NEW  YOEK  AND  COMMERCIAL  STEAM 
LAUNDRY  CO. 

1901.    167  New  York,  89.1 

The  defendant  company  was  incorporated  Nov.  3, 1890.  Thereupon 
a  corporation  referred  to  as  the  Oommercial  Company  and  an  unin-_ 
Corpoiatfid-CQiicern  referred  to  as  theNew  York  Company  were  ^con- 
solidated, with  the  defendant  corporation ;  and  the  business  previously 
conducted  by  the  two  former  companies  was  taken  over  and  continued 
by  the  defendant.  April  30,  1891,  the  plant  and  machinery  of  the 
Commercial  Company,  valued  at  $20,000,  were  transferred  to  the 
defendant  for  a  consideration  of  $20,000,  to  be  paid  in  the  capital 
stock  of  the  defendant  corporation,  which  was  ultimately  to  be  distrib- 
uted among  the  stockholders  of  the  Commercial  Company.  This 
transfer  of  the  plant  and  machinery  of  the  Commercial  Company  was 
not  made  in  the  usual  course  of  business.  The  effect  of  such  transfer 
was  to  terminate  the  regular  business  of  that  company,  and  it  was 
made  and  accepted  by  the  defendant  for  that  purpose. 

Prior  to  the  so-called  consolidation  the  Commercial  Company  was 
indebted  to  Eliza  JS .  Hall  on  a  disputed  claim,  upon  which  judgment 
was  obtained  against  that  company,  on  Aug.  9, 1893,  for  f4.381.1fi. 
Execution  issued  thereon  was  returned  j^ngatisfied.  Thereafter  an 
action  was  brought  by  Hall,  as  judgment  creditor,  against  the  Com- 
mercial Company  for  the  sequestration  of  its  property,  and  a  judgment 
was  had  therein  appointing  the  present  plaintiff  receiver  of  said  com- 
pany. This  action  is  brought  by  the  plaiiiliff,  as  such  receiver,  to 
compel  an  accounting  by  the  defendant  as  to  the  assets  received  by  it 
from  the  Commercial  Company  and  to  recover  a  money  judgment. 

The  foregoing  are  a  portion  of  the  facts  found  by  the  trial  court, 
upon  which  it  predicated  the  legal  conclusions  that  the  transfer  by  the 
Commercial  Company  was  fraudulent  and  void  against^ts~nrgrjitnTa 
and  against  the  plaintifE:  also  that  the  defendant  corporation  was 
chargeable  with  notic^epf^"  flTistfinpa  nf  the  claim  of  Hall  and  took 
thej,ssets  of  the  Commercial  Company  phar^a^  T£ith_all  its  debts. 

The  trial  court  directed  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the 
amount  of  the  Hall  judgment  and  costs.    This  judgment  was  reversed 
in  the  Appellate  Division  by  a  divided  court.    Plaintiff  appealed. 
1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted. — Ed. 
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Edwin  C.  Dusenhury,  for  appellant. 

W.  W.  Westervelt  and  Delos  Mc  Curdy,  for  respondent. 

Wernee,  J. 

Stripped  of  all  speculations  and  assumptions  we  have  here  the  case 
of  a  corporation  which  is  in  debt.  While  so  indebted  its  oflicers  enter 
into  an  agreement  under  whtch  substantially  all  of  its  assets  are 
transferred  to  another  corporation  which  is  thereafter  to  continue  the 
business.  In  payment  of  this  transfer  the  purchasing  corporation 
issues  some_2Lita_ca2ital_stock,  not  to  the  selling  corporation.  no£jiret 
to  its  officers  as  trustees,  but  to  the  principal  stockholder  as  an  indi- 

'^viduaH  Wlien  the'creditor  undertakes  lo  assttrfJiis  rights  the  stock 
is  reissued  to  the  laieJigasurer  of  the  selling  corporation,  who  has 
become  the  president  of  thejurchasing  corporation,  and  he  distrib- 
utes  the  same  without  re  garHtn  the  claims  of  creditors.  This  is  the 
transaction  which  is  sought  to  be  defended  under  the  authority  of 
H.  &  G.  M.  Co.  V.  JI.  &  W.  M.  Co.  (127  N.  Y.  252).  A  mere  glance 
at  that  case  will  suffice  to  emphasize  the  difference  between  it  and 
the  case  at  bar.  There  the  question  was,  primarily,  whether  the 
plaintiff  could  recover  upon  a  promissory  note  which  it  took  in  pay- 
ment for  stock  of  the  defendant  corporation,  in  consideration  of  the 
transfer  to  the  latter  of  the  rolling  mill,  machinery,  etc.,  of  the  for- 
mer, and,  incidentally,  whether  the  taking  of  this  stock  was  ultra 
vires  under  a  charter  which  provided  that  "  it  shall  be  unlawful  for 
such  company  to  use  any  of  its  funds  in  the  purchase  of  any  stock  in 
any  other  corporation."  (Laws  1848,  chap.  40,  sec.  8.)  It  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff  could  recover,  as  the  transaction  was  not  ultra  vires, 
because  the  statute  did  not  forbid  the  taking  of  stock  in  payment 
of  a  debt,  and  also,  that  if  it  were  ultra  vires  the  defendants  were  in 
no  position  to  interpose  a  plea.     The  statement  in  the  opinion  in  that 

_£^p^  tn  t.lip.  pffgct  that  a  corporation  has  power,  witLjihe.  consent  of 

,a.11  (if  it^s  Rtnp.Tf1in1flp.T-aj  tn  sell    its  plant  to  another  COrpora.tinn  f\r\(\    tn 

retire  from  business,  taTting  paympnt  in  tha  g<:npT^of  the  other  cor- 
poration, was  entirrly  pnrrppt  tin  giinlifirfl  by  the.  fa£tH_Vipfnrp~tViA 
jiQiictr  ^o  rights  of  creditors  intervened,  the  stockholders  had  all 
consented,  and  the  question  arose  between  the  parties  to  a  promissory 
note  given  for  some  of  the  stock.  Here  we  have  an  entirely  diHerent 
condition  of  things.  The  stockholders  consent  but  the  creditor  ob- 
jects. When  he  demands  payment  of  his  claim  he  is  referred  to  the 
empty  _s^ell  which  is  all  that  is  l^-fji  ff  ^^°  i'-"-"  porpni-ofinT.  -v^hose 
tangible  assets  constituted  a  trust  funrl  fnr  t^°  poyrY.orifTnf^^r^'^^^^'^^ 
the  timeofjts  creation.  When  he  seeks  to  follow  thisfunS  he  is 
told  that  the  capital  stock  of  the  defendant  in  the  hands  of  those 
I  (who  may  be'goWa  tide  holders  is  his  only  resort  This  is  not  the  law. 
in  the  recent  case  of  Cole  v.  M.  I.  Co.  (133 IST.  Y.  164)  this  court  de- 
cided that  a  transaction  similar  to  the  one  under  review  was  illegal  as 
against  creditors.    In  that  case  the  plaintiff  was  a  creditor  of  the 
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National  Mining  Company.  During  the  pendency  of  an  action  to 
establish  the  claim  of  the  former  the  latter  transferred  all  its  property 
and  assets  to  the  defendant,  the  Millerton  Iron  Company,  which 
promptly  executed  a  mortgage  covering  all  of  its  property,  so  that 
when  the  plaintiff  obtained  his  judgment  and  issued  his  execution  he 
found  nothing  to  levy  upon.  In  that  case  the  defendant  trust  com- 
pany, which  took  the  mortgage  in  good  faith  and,  therefore,  occu- 
pied a  much  better  position  than  the  defendant  herein,  appealed  to 
this  court  from  the  order  of  the  Appellate  Division  reversing  the 
judgment  dismissing  the  complaint.  In  dismissing  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  Judge  Finch,  speaking  for  this  court,  said :  "  As  against  the 
creditor  the  transfer  to  the  Millerton  Company  was  illegal  and  in 
fraud  of  his  rights.  The  assets  of  a  corporation  are  a  trust  fund  for 
the  payment  of  its  debts,  upon  which  the  creditors  have  an  equitable 
lien,  both  as  against  stockholders  and  all  transferees,  except  those 
purchasing  in  good  faith  and  for  value.  (Bartlett  v.  Drew,  67  N.  Y. 
587;  Brum  v.  M.  M.  Ins.  Co.,  16  Fed.  Eep.  143;  Morawetz  on  Corp. 
sec.  791.)  The  Millerton  Company  was  not  such  a  purchaser.  It 
parted  with  nothing.  It  knew  and  participated  in  the  illegal  pur- 
pose to  destroy  the  National  Company,  to  make  it  utterly  insolvent, 
and  to  deprive  its  creditors  of  the  trust  fund  upon  which  they  had  the 
right  to  rely,  and  so  they  were  at  liberty  to  set  aside  the  transfer  so 
far  as  it  barred  their  remedy,  and  to  enforce  their  equitable  lien  upon 
the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  transferee."  The  only  difEerence  be- 
tween the  transferee  in  that  case  and  in  this,  is  that  there  it  gave 
up  nothing  except  its  promise  to  pay  the  indebtedness  of  the  trans- 
iemer.  and  here  it  gave  up  stnc.kj  nnt;  to  the  traiisTerrer,  hnjM^  an 
individual  Rtonkhnlder  who  did  not  undertakp,  tn  pay  %e  corporate 
__deh±a^  Neither  became  a  purchaser  for  value  under  such  circum- 
stances. Other  authorities  might  be  referred  to  in  support  of  the 
position  above  outlined,  but  the  case  just  cited  is  so  directly  in  point 
that  a  further  discussion  seems  useless. 

The  order  of  the  Appellate  Division  should  be  reversed  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Special  Term  affirmed,  with  costs  in  all  courts. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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(b)  Right  to  have  Shares  paid  up,  regardless  of  Agreements  by  the  Corporation  witti 
the  Shareholders  to  the  Contrary. 
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1873.    17  Wallace  {U.  S.),  610.» 

Appeal  from  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois. 

Bill  in  equity  by  Sawyer  against  Hoa^,  assignee  ot  the  Lnmbersnan's 

JnauraneeCompany  of  Chicago,  to  enforce  an  alleged  right  of  set-off. 
In  1865  the  company  was  incorporated  and  authorized  to  begin  busi- 
ness on  a  capital  of  $100,000,  of  which  not  less  than  one-tenth  should 
be  paid  in,  the  residue  to  be  secured.  The  directors  stated  to  most  of 
those  invited  to  subscribe  that  only  JJ^_£g]::jj£nL  would  be  required  to  be 
paid  down  in  cash,  and  that  the  remaining_85  per  cent  would  be  lent 
back  to  the  subscriber,  and  a  note  taken  therefor_payable  in  five  years, 
with  seven  per  ^t>"<^^  infprpgt.,  secured  by  collateral.  In  1865  Sawyer, 
upon  the  above  understanding,  subscribed  for  fifty  shares  of  the  par 
value  of  $100  each.  He  gave  his  check  to  the  company  for  $5000,  and 
his  note  payable  to  it  in  five  years  for  $4250  (85  per  cent  of  the  par 
value  of  the  stock)  with  interest ;  delivered  to  the  company  satisfactory 
collateral  security ;  and  received  from  the  company  a  check  for  $4250. 

^y  way  of.  and  as  fnv  a  inati  t.hAreof.  from  the  company.  He  also 
gave  the  companj^  authority  to  sell  the  securities  in  case  of  default  in 
payment  of  the  note  or  the  interest  thereon. 

Subsequently  Sawyer  took  up  the  above  note,  and  gave  in  substitu- 
tion another  note. 

The  original  transaction  was  treated  by  the  company  and  by  Sawj-ei 
as  a  loan  by  the  company  to  him,  and  his  stock  was  treated  as  fally 
paid  for.  At  various  times  after  the  giving  of  the  note,  the  company 
reported  to  the  authorities  of  the  State  of  Illinois  and  of  other  Statea 
that  its  capital  stock  was  fully  paid. 

'  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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In  October,  1871,  the  company  was  rendered  insolvent  by  the  great 
fire  in  Chicago. 

In  January,  1872,  Sawyer,  having  then  good  reason  to  believe  that  1 
the  company  was  insolvent,  purchased  of  one  Hayes,  for  33  per  cent^ 
of  its  par  value,  a  certificate  of  an  adjusted  loaa  for  $5000  against  the 
company. 

In  June,  1872,  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  was  filed  against  the  com- 
pany ;  and,  it  having  been  adjudicated  a  bankrupt,  Hoag  was  appointed 
its  assignee. 

Hoag  demanded  of  Sawyer  payment  of  the  note  for  $4250.  Sawyer 
insisted  that,  under  Section  20  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  he  had  a  right  to 
set  off  the  certificate  of  adjusted  loss  for  $5000.  Hoag  refused  to 
allow  the  set-off,  and  was  about  to  sell  the  collateral  securities  in  accord- 
ance with  the  authority  given  by  Sawjxr  to  the  company.  Thereupon 
Sawyer  filed  the  present  bill  to  enforce  the  set-off ;  alleging,  among 
other  things,  that  the  note  given  by  him  to  the  company  was  for  money 
lent  to  him.  The  assignee,  in  his  answer,  denied  that  the  note  was  foi 
money  lent,  and  averred  that  it  was  in  fact  for  a  balance  due  by  Saw- 
yer for  his  stock  subscription  which  had  never  been  paid. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  court  below  on  an  agreed  statement 
of  facts.  That  court  decreed  against  the  complainant,  Sawyer,  who 
appealed  to  this  court. 

D.  L.  Storey,  and  C.  Hitchcock,  for  appellant. 

J.  JSr.  Jewett,  for  appellee. 

Miller,  J.  The  first  and  most  important  question  to  be  decided  in 
this  case  is  whether  the  indebtedness  of  the  appellant  to  the  insurance 
company  is  to  be  treated,  for  the  purposes  of  this  suit,  as  really  based 
on  a  loan  of  money  by  the  company  to  him,  or  as  representing  his 
unpaid  Rt,nnk  snhsnription. 

The  charter  under  which  the  company  was  organized  authorized  it  to 
commence  business  upon  a  capital  stock  of  $100,000,  with  ten  thousand 
paid  in,  and  the  remainder  secured  bj'  notes  with  mortgages  on  real 
estate  or  otherwise.  The  transaction  by  which  the  appellant  professes 
to  have  paid  up  his  stock  subscription  is,  shortly,  this :  He  gave  to  the 
company  his  check  for  the  full  amount  of  his  subscription,  namely^ 
$5000.  He"tuok  ttTe^cEeck  of  the  company  for  $4250,  being  the 
amount  of  his  subscription  less  the  15  percent,  required  of  each  stock- 
holder to  be  paid  in  cash,  and  he  gave  his  note  for  the  amount  of  the 
latter  check,  with  good  collateral  security  for  its  payment,  with  interest 
at  7  per  cent,  per  annum.  The  appellant  and  the  company,  by  its 
officers,  agreed  to  call  this  latter  transaction  a,  loan,  and  the  check  of 
the  appellant  payment  m  full  of  his  stock ;  and  on  the  books  of  the 
company,  and  in  all  other  respects  as  between  themselves,  it  was 
treated  as  payment  of  the  subscription  and  a  loan  of  money.  It  is 
agreed  that  at  this  time  the  current  rate  of  interest  in  Chicago  was 
greater  than  7  per  cent.,  and  it  is  not  stated  as  a  fact  whether  these 
checks  were  ever  presented  and  paid  at  any  bank,  or  that  any  money 
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was  actual!}'  paid  or  received  by  either  party  in  th^  \.va.nfiar>f.^nn.  It 
"must,  therefore,  be  treated  as  an  agreement  between  the  corporation, 
by  its  officers,  on  the  one  part,  and  the  appellant,  as  a  subscriber  to 
the  stock  of  the  company,  on  the  other  part,  to  convert  the  debt_which 
the  latter  owed  to  the  company  for  his  stock  into  a  debt  for  the  loan  of 
money,  thereby  extinguishing  the  stock  debt. 

Undoubtedly  this  transaction,  if  nothing  unfair  was  intended,  was 
one  which  the  parties  could  do  effectually  a¥~iai'  as  theyjjonejtyere 
jioagernfed.  Two  private  persons  could  thus  change  the  nature  of  the 
indebtedness  of  one  to  the  other  if  it  was  found  to  be  mutually  con- 
venient to  do  so.  And  in  any  controversy  which  might  or  could  grow 
out  of  the  matter  between  the  insurance  company  and  the  appellant  we 
are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  company,  aa  a  corporate  body,  could 
deny  that  the  stock  was  paid  in  full. 

And  on  this  consideration  one  of  the  main  arguments  on  which  the 
appellant  seeks  to  reverse  the  decree  stands.  He  assumes  that  the 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  is  the  representative  alone  of  the  corporation, 
ari3~eairSESsert~no  right  which  it  could  not  have  asserted.  The  weak- 
ness of  the  argument  is  in  this  assumption.     The_assignee  is  the  repre- 

/sentative  of  the  creditors  aa  ■wp^t  <>i  thn  hinlrmpt,      He  is  apjirnnted  by 

iha-Cfgditors.  The  statute  is  fuU  of  authority  to  him  to  sue  for  and 
recover  property,  rights,  and  credits,  where  the  bankrupt  could  not 
have  sustained  the  action,  and  to  set  aside  as  void  transactions  by 
which  the  bankrupt  himself  would  be  bound.  All  this,  of  course,  is  in 
the  interest  of  the  creditors  of  the  bankrupt. 

Had  the  creditors  of  this  insolvent  corporation  any  right  to  look  into 
and  assail  the  transaction  by  which  the  appellant  claims  to  have  paid 
his  stock  subscription  ? 

Though  it  be  a  doctrine  of  modern  date,  we  think  it  now  well  estab- 
lished that  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation,  ^specially  its  unpaid  sub- 
scriptions, is  a  trust  fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  general  creditors  of  the 
corporation.  And  when  we  consider  the  rapid  development  of  corpo- 
rations as  instrumentalities  of  the  commercial  and  business  world  in 
the  last  few  years,  with  the  corresponding  necessity  of  adapting  legal 
principles  to  the  new  and  varying  exigencies  of  this  business,  it  is  no 
solid  objection  to  such  a  principle  that  it  is  modern,  for  the  occasion 
for  it  could-  not  sooner  have  arisen.     ~'  ' 

~TlRrpnncipie  is  luUy  asserted  in  two  recent  cases  in  this  court, 

namely,  £urke  v.  Smith,^  and  in  New  Albany  v.  Burke.'    Both  these 

cases  turned  upon  the  doctrine  we  have  stated,  and  upon  the  necessary 

0        inference  from  that  doctrine,  that  the  governing  officers  of  a  corpora- 

0)^"^         tion    cannot,  by   agreement   or    other   transaction_mth__the    stock- 

^  ^        .         holder^release  ^thejatterjirom  his  obligation  to  pay,  to  the^reJuHice 

of  i{3'~creaitors71xcept  by"  fair  andlionest  dealing^nd  for  a  valuable 

"^nsideration. 

In  the  latter  case,  a  judgment  creditor  of  an  insolvent  railroad  com- 
1  16  Wallace,  39ft  2  11  Id.  96. 
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pany,  having  exhausted  his  remedy  at  law,  sought  to  enforce  this 
principle  by  a  bill  in  chancery  against  the  stockholders.  The  court,  by 
afflrming  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  deal  with  the  debt  due  it  for  ■ 
stock  as  with  any  other  debt,  would  have  ended  the  case  without 
further  inquiry.  But  asserting,  on  the  contrary,  to  its  full  extent,  that 
such  stock  debts  were  trust  funds  in  their  hands  for  the  benefit  of  the 
corporate  creditors,  and  must  in  all  cases  be  dealt  with  as  trust  funds 
are  dealt  with,  it  was  found  necessary  to  go  into  an  elaborate  inquiry 
to  ascertain  whether  a  violation  of  the  trust  had  been  committed. 
And  though  the  court  find  that  the  transaction  by  which  the  stock- 
holders had  been  released  was  a  fair  and  valid  one,  as  founded  on  the 
conditions  of  the  original  subscription,  the  assertion  of  the  general  rule 
on  the  subject  is  none  the  less  authoritative  and  emphatic.'' 

In  the  case  before  us  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt,  in  the  interest  of 
the  creditors,  has  a  right  to  inquire  into  this  conventional  payment  of 
his  stock  by  one  of  the  shareholders  of  the  company ;  and  on  that 
inquiry,  we  are  of  opinion  that,  as  to  these  nreditoraj^thfire  was  no 
valid  payment,  nf  His  atof^lr  hy  the  appellarfE  We  do  not  base  this  upon 
the  ground  jhat  no  money  actually  passed  between  the  parties.  It 
would  have  been  just  the  same  if,  agreeingpeforehand  to  turn  the 
stock  debt  into  a  loan,  the  appellant  had  brought  the  money  with  him, 
paidit,  taken  a  receipt  for  it.  and  carried  it,  away  wit.li  Ittiti.  This 
would  be  precisely  the  equivalent  of  the  exchange  of_cbe£ks  between 
the  parties.  It  is  the  intent  and  purpose  of  the  transaction  which  for- 
bids it  to  be  treated  as  valid  payment.  It  is  the  change  of  the  char- 
acter of  the  debt  from  one  of  a  stock  subscription  unpaid  to  that  of  a 
loan  of  money.  The  debt  ceases  by  this  operation,  if  effectual,  to  be 
the  trust  fund  to  which  creditors  can  look,  and  becomes  ordinary  assets, 
with  which  the  directors  may  deal  as  they  choose. 

And  this  was  precisely  what  was  designed  bj'  the  parties.  It  divested 
tlie  claim  against  the  stockholder  of  its  character  of  a  trust  fund,  and 
enabled  both  him  and  the  directors  to  deal  with  it  freed  from  that 
charge.  There  are  three  or  four  of  these  cases  now  before  us  in  which 
precise]}'  the  same  thing  was  done  bj-  other  insurance  companies  organ- 
ized in  Chicago,  and  we  have  no  doubt  it  was  done  by  this  company  in 
regard  to  all  their  stockholders. 

It  was,  therefore,  a  regular  system  of  operations  tojhe  'ij"vy  t^f-thp 
crgditor,  beneficial  alone  to  the  stockholder  and  the  corporation. 

We  do  not  believe  we  characterize  it  too  strongly  when  we  say  that 
it  was  a  fraud  upon  the  publicjrhQ-Jccro  oxpeoted  tn4eal_with  them. 

The  result  of  it  was  that  the  capital  stock  of  the  company  was 
neither  paid  up  in  actual  monej',  nor  did  it  exist  in  the  form  of  deferred 
instalments  properly  secured. 

It  is  said  b}'  the  appellant's  counsel  that  conceding  this,  it  is  still  a 

1  See  also  Cnrran  v.  State  of  Arkansas,  1 5  Howard,  304 ;  Wood  v,  Dnmmer,  3 
Mason,  305;  Slee  v.  Bloom,  19  Johnson,  456,  and  numerous  other  cases  cited  by  the 
counsel  for  the  appellees. 
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rtebt  due  b}'  him  to  the  corporation  at  the  time  that  he  became  the  ownei 
of  the  debt  due  by  the  corporation  to  Hayes,  and,  therefore,  the  propel 
■  subject  of  set-off  under  the  t^Bsentieth  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 
That_section  is  as  follows :  '[jn  all  cases  of  mutual^^debts  or  mutual 
crfidiiTpetween  the  parties,  the  account  betweentEearaSall  be  stated, 
and  'one  debt  set  off  against  the  other,  and  the  balance  only  shall  be 
allowed  or  paid,  but  no  set-off  shall  be  allowed  of  a  claim  in  its  nature 
not  provable  against  the  estate  :  Provided,  that  no  set-off  shall  be 
allowed  in  favor  of  any  debtor  to  the  bankrupt  of  a  claim  purchased 
by  or  transferred  to  him  after  the  filing  of  the  petition." 

This  section  was  not  intended  to  enlarge  the  doctrine  of  set-off,  or  to 
enable  a  party  to  make  a  set-offjnjiases  wliera  the  principles  of  legal 
''oFequitable  set-off  did  not  previouslj'  authorize  it. 

I'l^e  debts  must  M"miitu"al ;  rimsTlSe  in  tEjIiam&jjgbt. 

The~case  before  us  is  not  of  that  character.  The  debt  which  the 
appellant  owed  for  his  stock  was  ^^  trnst  fund  devoted  to  the  payment 
of  all  the  creditors  of  the  company.  As  soon  as  the  company  became 
insolvent,  and  this  fact  became  known  to  the  appellant,  the  right  of 
set-off  for  an  ordinary  debt  to  its  full  amount  ceased"  It  became  a  fund 
belonging  egually  in  equity  to  all  tlie  creditors,  and  cdnld  not  be  ap- 
propriated  by  the  debtor  to  the  exclusive  payment  of  hia  nwn  r-lajm. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  go  into  the  inquiry  whether  this  claim  was 
acquired  ))efore  the  commission  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  the  com- 
pany, or  the  effect  of  the  bankruptcy  proceeding.  The  result  would  be 
the  same  if  the  corporation  was  in  the  process  of  liquidation  in  the 
hands  of  a  trustee  or  under  other  legal  proceedings.  It  would  still 
remain  true  that  the  unpaid  stock  was  a  trust  fund  for  all  the  creditors, 
which  could  not  be  applied  exclusively  to  the  paj'ment  of  one  claim, 
though  held  by  the  stockholder  who  owed  that  amount  on  his 
subscription. 

Nor  do  we  think  the  relation  of  the  appellant  in  this  case  to  the  cor- 
poration is  without  weight  In  ttfe  solution  of  the  question  before  us. 
It  is  very  true,  thaTby  the  power  of  the  legislature  there  is  created  in 
all  acts  of  incorporation  a  Jegal  entitj'  which  can  contract  with  its 
shareholdersjB-tbe-ardinary  transactions  of  business  as  with  other  per- 
sons. It  can  buy  of  them,  sell  to  them,  make  loans  to  them,  and  in 
insurance  companies,  make  contracts  of  insurance  with  them,  in  all  of 
which  both  parties  are  bound  by  the  ordinary  laws  of  contract.  The 
stockholder  is  also  relieved  from  pei^QnaJ— liability  for  the  debts  of  the 
company.  But  after  all,  thisTHificial  body  is  but  the  Representative 
of  its  stockholders,  and  exists  mainly  for  theixJiEuefit,  and  is  governed 
angl  controlledby  them  tfirough  VSb  officersjyhom  they  elect.  And  the 
interesTand  power  of  legal  controTot  each  shafeBoWfer  ^sva  exact  pro- 
portion to  the  amount  orRis^tock.  It  is,  therefore,  but  just  that  when 
the  interest  of  the  public,  or  of  strangers  dealing  with  this  corporation 
IS  to  be  affected  by  anj-  transaction  between  the  .stockholders  who  own 
the  corporation  and  the  corporation  itself,  such  trftnsaTction  should  be 
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subject  to  a  ri^d^rutinj-,  and  if  found  to  be  infected  with  anything 
unfair  towards  such  third  person,  calculated  to  injure  him,  or  designed 
intentionally  and  inequitably  to  screen  the  stockholder  from  loss  at  the 
expense  of  the  general  creditor,  it  should  be  disregarded  or  annulled  so 
far  as  it  may  inequitably  affect  him. 

These  principles  require  the  affirmation  of  the  decree  in  the  present 
case,  and  it  is  accordingly  Affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Hunt  dissented,  holding  that  the  transaction  was  a  loan 
by  the  company  to  the  appellant. 
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1892.    48  Minnetota,  174. 

Opinion  by-MiTCHBLii.  J. 

The  principal  question  in  the  case  is  whether  the  complaint  states 
facts  showing  that  the  thresher  company,  %s  creditor,  is  entitled  to 
the  relief  prayed  for ;  or,  in  other  words,  states  a  cause  of  action. 
Briefly  stated,  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  are  that  on  May  10, 
1882,  Seymour,  Sabin  &  Co.  owned  property  of  the  value  of  several 
.million  dollars,  and  a  business  then  supposed  to  be  profitable.  That, 
in  order  to  continue  and  enlarge  this  business,  the  parties  interested 
in  Seymour,  Sabin  &  Co.,  with  others,  organized  the  car  company,  to 
which  was  sold  the  greater  part  of  the  assets  of  Seymour,  Sabin  & 
€o.  at  a  valuation  of  $2,267,000,  in  payment  of  which  there  were 
issued  to  Seymour,  Sabin  &  Co.  shares  of  the  preferred  stock  of  the 
car  company  of  the  par  value  of  $2,267,000,  it  being  then  and  there 
agreed  by  both  parties  that  this  stock  was  in  full  payment  of  the 
property  thus  purchased.  It  is  further  alleged  that  the  stockholders 
of  Seymour,  Sabin  &  Co.,  and  the  ojher  persons  who  had  agreed  to 
become jiosikliQldfifS  in  the  car  company,  were  then  desirous  of  .issu- 
ing  to  themselves,  and  obtaining  for  their  own  benefit,  a  large  amount 
of  common  stock  of  the  car  company,  "without  paying  therefor, 
and  without  incurring  any  liability  thereon  or  to  pay  therefor ; " 
and  for  that  purpose,  and  "  in  order  to  evade  and  set  at  naught  the 
Jaws  of  this  state,"  they  caused  Seymour,  Sabin  &  Co.  to  subscribe 
for  and  agree  to  take  common  stock  of  the  car  company  of  the  par 
value  of  $1,500.000^  That  Seymour,  Sabin  &  Co.  thereupon  sub- 
scribed for  that  amount  of  the  common  stock,  but  never  paid  therefor 
any  consideration  whatever,  either  in  money  or  property^  That  there- 
after  these  persons  caused  this  stock  to  be  issued  to  D.  M.  Sabin  as 
trustee,  to  be  by  him  distributed  among  them.  That  it  was  so  dis- 
tributed  witnoul  reugi^lT  ov  inin'or  the  p.a.r  mmpany,  from  a.ny  nnn, 
of  any  consideration  whatever,  but  was  given  by  the  car  company 
and  receivedbythese  parties  entirely  "  gratuitously."    The  car  com- 
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pany  was  at  this  time  free  from  debt,  but  afterwards  became  in- 
debted to  various  persons  for  about  $3.000.000.  The  thresher  com- 
pany, incorporated  after  the  insolvency  and  receivership  of  the  car 
company,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  possession  of  its  assets,  pro- 
perty, and  business,  and  therewith  engaging  in  and  continuing  the 
same  kind  of  manufacturing,  prior  to  October  27, 1887,  purchased  and 
became  the  owner  of  unsecured  claims  against  the  car  company,  "  bona 
fide,  and  for  a  valuable~c5n5i3eration,"  to  the  aggregate  amount  of, 
$1,703,000.  As  creditor,  standing  on  the  purchase  of  these  debts, 
which  were  contracted  after  the  issue  of  this  "bonus  "  stock,  the 
tijealier_company  files  this  complaint  to  recover  the  par  value  of  the 
stock  as^never  having  been  paid  for.  The  complaint  does  not  allege 
what  the  CQnaidSf  iitioii  of  these  debts  was,  nor  to  whom  originally 
owing,  nor  what  the  intervener  i^aid  for  them,  nor  whether  any  of 
the  original  creditors  trusted  the  car  company  on  the,  faith  of  the 
hnmis  stock  havinsf  been  paid  for.  Neither  does  it  allege  that  either 
tlie  tEresher  company  or  its  assignors  were  ignorant  of  the  bonus 
issue  of  stock,  nor  that  they  or  any  of  them  were  deceived  or  damaged 
in  fact  by  such  issue,  nor  that  the  bonus  stock  was  of  any  value. 
Neither  is  there  any  traversable  allegation  of  any_actual  fraud  or 
Jntent  to  deceive  or  injure  nreditprs.  A  desire  to  get  something  with- 
out  paying  for  it,  and  actually  getting  it^is  not  fraudulent  or  unlaw- 
tul  It  the  donor  consents,  and  no  one  else  is  injured  by  it ;  and  the 

gpnpral    gllpornT.inn    thai-,   it:    wi^g    flnnp  "in     nrrlpr    t.n    pvarlp.    qjw1_aA<jg^<: 

naught  the  laws  of  the  state "  of  itself  amounts  to  nothing  but  a 
mere  conclusion~of  law.  As  "a  creditor's  bill,  in  the  ordinary  sense, 
the  complaint  is  manifestly  insufficient.  .  The  thresher  company,  how- 
ever, plants  itself  upon  the  so-called  "  Jxuatf 'iii'i  "  doctrine,  that  the 
capital  stock  of  a  corporation  is  a  trust  fund  for  the  payment  of 
its  debts ;  its  contention  being  that  such  a  "  bonus  "  issue  of  stock 
creates,  in  case  of  the  subsequent  insolvency  of  the  corporation,  a  lia- 
bility on  part  of  the  stockholder  in  favor  of  creditors, to  pay  for  it, 
notwithstanding  his  contract  with  the  corporation  to  the  contrary. 

This  "  trn&t-fund  "  doctrine,  commonly  called  the  "  American  doc- 
trine," has  given  rise  to  much  confusion  of  ideas  as  to  its  real  mean- 
ing,  anrl  Tniiph  nnnflipt.  nf  decision  in  its  application.  To  such  an  ex- 
tent has  this  been  the  case  that  many  have  questioned  the  accuracy 
ofthejghrase,  as  well  as  doubted  t.ht^  ppcpssity  nr  .expediency  ot  in- 
venting any  such  doctrine.  While  a  convenient  phrase  to  express  a 
eertain  general  idea,  it  is  not  suificiently  praaise  or  accurate  to  con- 
Etitute  a  safe  foundation  upon  which  to  build  a  system  of  legal  rules. 
The  doctrine  was  invented  by  J  us  Lice  SLury  tg  li^ood  v.  Dummer,  3 
Mason,  308,  which  called  for  no  such  invention,  the  fact  in  that  case 
being  that  a  bank  divided  up  two  thirds  of  its  capital  among  its  stock- 
holders without  providing  funds  sufficient  to  pay  its  outstanding  bill- 
holders.  Upon  old  and  familiar  principles  this  was  a  jrajid  on  cred- 
itors.   Evidently  all  that  the  eminent  jurist  meant  by  the  doctrine 
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was  that  corporate  property  must  be  first  appropriated  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  of  the  company  before  there  can  be  any  distri- 
bution of  it  among  stockholders,  —  a  proposition  tnat  is  sound  upon 
the  plainest  priSciples  ot  common_hQflfis.ty.  In  Fog  v.  Blair,  133 
U.  S.  534,  641  (10  Sup.  Ct.  Itepr338)7it  is  said  that  this  is  all  the 
doctrine  nieans.  The  expression  used  in  Wood  v.  Bummer  has,  how- 
ever,  beeiTtaken  up  as  a  new  discovery,  which  furnished  a  solution 
of  every  question  on  the  subject.  The  phrase  that  "  the  capital  of  a 
p.m-phra,t,inTi  p.nust.it.ntes  a  trust  fund  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  "  is 
misleading.  Corporate  property  is  not  held  in  trust,  in  any  proper 
""sense^of  the  term.  A  trust  implies  two  estates  or  interests, —  one 
equitable  and  one  legal ;  one  person,  as  trustee,  holding  the  legal 
title,  while  another,  as  the  cestui  que  trust,  has  the  beneficial  interest. 
Absolute_COntrol  and  power  of  disp"Ri<-,inn  avp.  inp.nn  si  stent  with  the 
idea_of_aJiiust. — The  capital  nf  a,  corporation  is  its  propenty.  It 
""Eas  the  whole  beneficial  interest  in  it,  as  well  as  the  legal  title.  It 
may  use  the  income  and  profits  of  it,  and  sell  and  dispose  of  it,  the 
same  as  a  natural  person.  It  is  a  trustee  for  its  creditors  in  the  same 
sense  and  to  the  same  extent  as  a  natural  person,  but  no  further. 
This  is  well  illustrated  and  clearly  announced  in  the  case  of  Graham 
V.  La  Crosse  &  M.  R.  Co.,  102  U.  S.  148.  That  was  a  creditors' 
suit  to  reach  a  piece  of  real  estate  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been 
conveyed  by  the  corporation  fraudulently  for  a  wholly  inadeqiiate 
consideration.  The  trust-fund  doctrine  was  invoked  by  a  subsequent 
creditor,  and  it  was  claimed  that,  as  the  trust  had  been  violated,  the 
deed  should  be  set  aside.  If  the  premise  was  correct  that  the  corpo- 
ration held  it  in  trust  for  creditors,  the  conclusion  was  inevitable ; 
but  the  court  denied  the  premise,  saying  that  a  corporation  is  in  law 
as  distinct  a  being  as  an  individual  is,  and  is  entitled  to  hold  property 
(if  not  contrary  to  its  charter)  as  absolutely  as  an  individual  can  hold 
it.  Its  estate  i.s  the  same,  its  interest  is  the  same,  its  possession  is 
the  same ;  and  that  there  is  nn  rea.son  why  the  disposal  by  a  corpq- 

ration_of  any  of  its  property  shmilrl  Vip.  q^npa-hinnpr)  Viy  siibfapqiiprijl^^'"!- 

itors  any  more  than  a  like  disposal  by  an  individual ;  that  the  same 
principles  of  law  apply  to  each.  That  the  phrase  that  "  the  capital 
of  a  corporation  is  a  trust  fund  for  the  payment  of  its  creditors  "  is 
misleading,  if  not  inaccurate,  is  illustrated  by  the  character  of  the 
actions  that  are  frequently  mistakenly  instituted  on  the  strength  of 
it.  For  example,  in  the  case  of  Wabash,  etc.,  B.  Co.  v.  Ham,  114 
U.  S.  587  (5  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  1081),  two  roads  had  been  consolidated, 
the  new  company  acquiring  the  property  of  the  old  ones.  A  creditor 
of  one  of  the  old  companies,  on  the  strength  of  the  "trust-fund" 
doctrine,  claimed  a  lien  on  its  property  in  the  hands  of  the  new  cor- 
poration. If  this  property  was  impressed  with  a  trusj^^in  favor  of 
creditors  in  the  hands  of  the  old  company,  it  would  logically  follow 
that  it  would  continue  so  in  the  hands  of  the  new  one.  But  the  court 
denied  the  relief,  and,  in  giving  its  construction  of  the  "  trust-fund  " 
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doctrine,  said  :  "  The  property  of  a  corporation  is_daiibtiless  a  trust 
funiLiet-tlie-jiayment  of  its  dehts  in  tb*^  gpngp  <:hat  when  the  corpora,- 
tion  iH  la.wf^^lly  flissnlvpifl,  and  all  its  business  wound  up,  or  when  it  is 
jLosQlvent,  all  its  creditors  are  entitiedjjL-figiiity  to  have  their  debts 
paid  out  of  the  corporate  property  before  any  distribution  thereof 
among  the  stockholders.  It  is  also  true,  in  the  case  of  a  corporation, 
as  in  that  of  a  natural  person,  that  any  conveyance  of  the  property  of 
the  debtor  without  authority  of  law  and  in  fraud  of  existing  creditors 
is  void."  This  is  probably  what  is  meant  when  it  is  said  in  some 
cases,  as  in  Clark  v.  Sever,  139  U.  S.  96,  110  (11  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  468), 
that  the  capital  of  a  corporation  is  a  trust  fund  sicb  nwdo.  If  so,  no 
one  will  dispute  it.  But  it  means  very  little,  for  the  same  thing  could 
be  truthfully  said  of  the  property  o£-aa-individaaLpr  a  partnership. 
And  obviously  it  would  make  no  difference  whether  the  disposition  of 
the  corporate  property  is  to  a  stranger  or  to  a  stockholder,  except 
that,  of  course,  the  latter  could  not  be  a.njnxionftnt.  purchaser. 

There,  is  also  much  confusion  in  regard  to  what  the  "  trust-fund  " 
doctrine  applies.  Some  cases  seem  to  hold  that  unpaid  subscribed 
capital  is  a  trust  fund,  while  other  assets  are  not,  —  that  is,  so  long 
as  tHfe  subscription  is  uupaid,  it  is  held  in  trust  by  the  corporation, 
but,  when  qncg^  paid  in,  it  ceases  to  bea  trust  fund ;  while  other 
cases  hold  that,  paid  or  unpaid,  it  is  all  a  trust  fund.  The  first  seems 
to  be  the  rule  laid  down  in  Sawyer  v.  Hoag,  17  Wall.  610,  in  which 
the  "  trust-fund  "  doctrine  was  first  squarely  announced  by  that  court 
with  all  the  vigor  andfgrceLjdbaracteristifijof  the  great  jurist  who 
wrote  the  opinion.  Intliat  case  a  stockholder  in  an  insurance  comi 
pany  had  given  his  note,  as  the  court  found  the  fact  to  be,  for  85 
per  cent,  of  his  subscription  to  the  stock  of  the  company.  After  the 
company  had  become  bankrupt,  and  the  stockholder  knew  the  fact, 
he  bought  up  a  claim  against  the  company  for  one  third  its  face,  and 
in  a  suit  by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  on  his  note  set  up  this  claim 
as  an  offset.  That  this  would  have  been  a  fraud  on  the  .bankrupt  act, 
and  at  least  a  moral  fraud  on  policy  holders,  is  quite  apparent  without 
invoking  the  '^Trust-fund  "  doctrine ;  and,  if  the  note  for  unpaid  stock 
was_a-tmsJL.fund,  there  could  have  been  no  offset,  whether  the  com- 
panv  was  solvent  or  insolvent.  In  the  opinion  it  is  said  that,  if  the 
subscription  had  been  paid  by  the  note  or  otherwise,  the  note  ceased 
thereby  to  be  a  trust  fund  to  which  creditors  can  look,  and  becomes 
ordinary  assets,  with  which  directors  may  deal  as  they  choose.  But 
in  Upton  v.  Tribilcock,  91  U.  S.  46,  it  is  stated :  "  The  capital  paid 
in  and  promised  to  ba-pg.if|  jn  jg  g.  fnnrl  which  the  trustees  cannot 
squander  or  give  away."  While  in  Sanger  v.  Upton,  Id.  66,  it  is  said : 
"  When  debts  are  incurred  a  contract  arises  with  the  creditors  that  it 
[the  capital]  shall  not  be  withdrawn  or  applied  otherwise  than  upon 
their  demands  until  such  demands  are  satisfied."  And  in  the  same 
connection  it  is  distinctly  stated  that  there  is  no  difference  between 
assets  paid  in  and  subscriptions ;  that  "  unpaid  stock  is  as  much  a- 
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part  of  this  pledge  and  as  much  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  company 
as  the  cash  which  has  been  paid  in  upon  it.  Creditors  have  the  same 
right  to  look  to  it  as  to  anything  else,  and  the  same  right  to  insist 
upon  its  payment  as  upon  the  payment  of  any  other  debt  due  to  the 
company.  ^As  regards  creditors,  there  is  no  distinction  between  such  a 
jtamn^,  n.ndwiJ^pitE^iass^which  mat/ form  apart  of  the  property  and 
pffpj^  of  the  cnrpnrnlion."  This  language  IS  quoted  and  approved  in 
Couruty  of  Morgan  v.  Allen,  103  U.  S.  498,  508.  It  would  seem  clear 
that  this  is  the  correct  statement  of  the  law.  The  capital  (not  the 
mere  share  certificates)  means  all  the  assets,  however  invested.  If 
a  subscriber  gives  his  note  for  his  sto<Vk^_tha.t  note  is  no  more  and  no 
less  a  trust  fund  thanjilm  m""°y"^ii™^TThavpr been  if  he  had  paijicash 
down.  Capital  cannot  change  from  a  trust  to  not  a  trust  by  a  mere 
change  of  form.  It  is  either  all  a  trust  or  all  not  a  trust,  and  the 
" trust-fund"  rule,  whatever  that  be.  mnsl-.  apply  to  all  alike,  and  in 
J:he  sameway.  If  the  assets  of  a  corporation  are  given  back  to  stock- 
holders, the  result  "is  the  same  as  \t  tHe  shares  had  oeen  issued  wholly 
^jfjartly^as  a  bonusi  Tiie  latter  is  merely  a  short  cut  to  the  same 
result.  So  with  dividends  paid  out  of  the  capital,  voluntary  convey- 
ances, stock  paid  in  overvalued  property ;  all  are  forms  of  one  and 
the  same  thing,  all  reaching  the  same  result  (a  disposition  of  cor- 
porate assets),  which  may  or  may  not  be  a  fraud  on  creditors,  depend- 
ing on  circumstances.  This  much  being  once  settled,  the  solution  of- 
the  question  when  a  subsequent  creditor  can  insist  on  payment  of 
stock  issued  as  paid  up,  but  not  in  fact  paid  for,  or  not  paid  for  at 
par,  becomes,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  comparatively  simple. 

Another  proposition  which  we  think  must  be  sound  is  that  creditors 
cannot  recover  on  the  ground  of  contract  when  the  corporation  could 
jjoL.  Their  right  to  recover  in  such  cases  must  rest  on  the  ground 
that  the  acts  of  the  stockholders  with  reference  to  the  corporate  cap- 
ital constitutes  a  fraud  on  their  rights.  We  have  here  a  case  where 
theUffontract  between  the  corporation  and  the  takers  of  the  shares  was 
specific  that  the  shaves  should  not  be  paid  forr\  Therefore,  unlike 
many  of  the  cases  cited,  there  is  no  ground  for  implving  a  promise  to 
ji^yiac  them.  The  parties  have  explicitly  agreed  that  there  shall  be 
no~Such  implication,  by  agreeing  that  the  stock  shall  not  be  paid  for. 
In  such  a  case  the  creditors  undoubtedly  may  have  rights  superior  to 
the  corporation,  but  these  rights  cannot  rest  on  the  implication  that 
the  shareholder  agreed  to  do  something~direct,lY  nnnt.rary  to  his  real 
agreement,  but  must  be  based  on  tort  or  fraud,  actual  or  presumed. 
In  England,  since  the  act  of  1867,  there  is  an  implied  contract  created  1 1  ^^nr^ 
by  statute  that  "every  share  in  any  company  shall  be  deemed  and  be  //  -rZ-^ 
taken  to  have  been  issued  and  to  be  held  subject  to  the  payment  of  ( ' 
the  whole  amount  thereof  in  cash."  This  statutory  contract  makes 
every  contrary  contract  void.  Such  a  statute  would  be  entirely  just 
to  all,  for  every  one  would  be  advised  of  its  provisions,  and  could 
eonduct  himself  accordingly.    And  in  view  of  the  fact  that  "  watered  " 


590  HOSPES  V.   NORTHWESTERN  MFG.   &  CAR  CO. 

and  "  bonus  "  stock  is  one  of  the  greatest  abuses  connected  with  the 
management  of  modern  corporations,  such  a  law  might,  on  grounds  of 
public  policy,  be  very  desirable.  But  this  is  a  matter  for  the  legisla- 
ture, and  not  for  the  courts.  We  have  no  such  statute ;  and,  even  if 
the  law  of  1873,  under  which  the  car  company  was  organized,  im- 
pliedly forbids  the  issue  of  stock  not  paid  for,  the  result  might  be  that 
such  issue  would  bejEoid  as  ultra  vires,  and  might  be  cancelled,  but 
such  a  prohibition  would  not  of  itself  be  sufficient  to  create  anjmplied 
contract,  contrary  to  the  j^tual  one,  that  the  holder  should  pay  for 
hisslock. 

it  is  well  settled  that  an  equity  in  favor  of  a  creditor  does  not 
arise  absolutely  and  in  every  case  to  have  the  holder  of  "  bonus " 
stock  pay  for  it  contrary  to  his  actual  contract  with  the  corporation. 
Thus  no  such  equity  exists  in  favor  "f  "hp,  whnf;p.  debt  wa..s  er^ntracted 
prior  to  thej.ssue,  since  he  could  not  have  trusted  the  company  upon 
th^^ith  of  such  stock.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gustin,  etc..  Mining  Co., 
42  Minn.  327  (44  N.  W.  Eep.  198)  ;  Coit  v.  Gold  Amalgamating  Co., 
119  U.  S.  343  (7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  231)  ;  Handley  v.  Stutz,  139  U.  S.  417, 
435  (11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  530).  It  does  not  exist  in  favor  of  a.  subse- 
quent creditor  who  has  dealt  with  the  corporation  with  full  know- 
ledge of  the  arrangement  by  which  the  "  bonus  "  stock  was  issued, 
for-A-man  cannot  be  defrauded  by  that  which  he  knows  when  he  acts. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gustin,  etc..  Mining  Co.,  supra.  It  has  also  been 
held  not  to  exist  where  the  stock  has  been  issued  and  turned  out  at 
its  full  market  value  to  pay  corporate  debts.  Clark  v.  Bever,  supra. 
The  same  has  been  held  to  be  the  case  where  an  active  corporation, 
whose  original  capital  has  been  impaired,  for  the  purpose  of  recuper- 
ating itself  issues  new  stock,  and  sells  it  on  the  market  for  the  best 
price  obtainable,  but  for  less  than  par  (^Handley  v.  Stuts,  supra)  ; 
although  it  is  difficult  to  perceive,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  author- 
izing such  a  thing  (of  which  every  one  dealing  with  corporations  is 
bound  to  take  notice),  any  difference  between  the  original  stock  of  a 
new  corporation  and  additional  stock  issued  by  a  "  going  concern." 
It  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  explain  or  reconcile  these  cases 
u^on  the  "  trust-fund  "  doctdnet  or,  in  the  light  of  them,  to  predicate 
the  liability  l)f  the  stockholder  upon  that  doctrine.  But  by  putting  it 
upon  the__ground_of_fraud,  and  applying  thejjldjind  familiar  rules  of 
law  on  that  subject  to  tha  peculiar  nature  of  a  corporation  and  the 
relation  which  its  stockholders  bear  to  it  and  to  the  public,  we  have 
at  once  rational  and  logical  ground  on  which  to  stand.  _The  capital 
of  a  corporation  is  the  basis  of  its  credit.  It  is  a  substitute  for  the 
Jndividual  liabUity  of  those  who  own  its  stock.  People  deal  with  it 
and  give  it  credit  on  the  faith  of  it.  They  have  a  right  to  assume 
that  it  has  paid-in  capital  to  the  amount  which  it  represents  itself  as 
having ;  and  if  they  give  it  credit  on  the  faith  of  that  representation, 
and  if  the  representation  is  false,  it  is  a  fraud  upon  them  ;  and  in  case 
the  corporation  becomes  insolvent,  the  law,  upon  the  plainest  princi- 
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pies  of  common  justice,  says  to  the  delinquent  stockholder,  "  Make_ 

Jhat_ifiprfiafintationgood  by  paying  for  your_stock."  It  certainly 
cannot  require  the  invention  ot  any  new  doctrine  in  order  to  enforce 
so  familiar  a  rule  of  equity.  It  is  the  misrepresentation  of  fact  in 
stating  the  amount  of  capital  to  be  greater  than  it  really  is  that  is  the 
true  basis  of  the  liability  of  the  stockholder  in  such  cases  ;  and  it 
follows  that  it  is  only  those  creditors  who  have  relied,  or  who  can 

sfairlybe  presumed  to  have  relied,  upon  the  professed  amount  of 
capital,  in  whoae  lav  or  lBe~law  will  recognize  and  enforce  an  equity 
against  the  holders  of  "bonus"  stock.    This  furnishes  a  rational 

^d  uniform  rule,  to  which  familiar  principles  are  easily  applied,  and 
which  tleesTIie  subject  from  many  of  the  difficulties  and  apparent 
inconsistencies  into  which  the  "  trust-fund "  doctrine  has  involved 
it ;  and  we  think  that,  even  when  the  trust-fund  doctrine  has  been 
invoked,  the  decision  in  almost  every  well-considered  case  is  readily 
referable  to  such  a  rule. 

It  IS  urged,  however,  that,  if  fraud  be  the  basis  of  the  stockholders' 
liability  in  such  cases,  the  creditor  should  afBrmatively  allege  that  he 
believed  that  the  bonus  stock  had  been  paid  for,  and  represented  so 
much  actual  capital,  and  that  he  gave  credit  to  the  corporation  on  the 
faith  of  it ;  and  it  is  also  argued  that,  while  there  may  be  a  presump- 
tion to  that  eflfect  in  the  case  of  a  subsequent  creditor,  this  is  a  mere 
presumption_of_fapt,  and  that  in  pleadings  no  presumptions  of  lact 
are  indulgedin.  This  position  is  very  plausible,  and  at  first  sight 
would  seem  to  have  much  force ;  but  we  think  it  is  unsound.  Cer- 
tainly any  such ,  rule  of  pleading  or  proof  would  work  very  inequitably 
in  practice!  Inasmuch  as  the  capital  of  a  corporation  is  the  basts  of 
its  credit,  its  financial  standing  and  reputation  in  the  community  has 
its  source  in,  and  is  founded  upon,  the  amount  of  its  professed  and 
supposed  capital,  and  every  one  who  deals  with  it  does  so  upon  the 
faith  of  that  standing,  and  reputation,  although,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
he  may  have  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  amount  of  its  professed 
capital,  and  in  a  majority  of  cases  knows  nothing  about  the  shares 
of  stock  held  by  any  particular  stockholder,  or,  if  so,  what  wag-paid 
for_t}iem.  Hence,  in  a  suit  by  such  creditor  against  the  holders  of 
"'bonus  "  stock,  he  could  not  truthfully  allege,  and  could  not  affirma- 
tively prove,  that  he  believed  that  the  defendants'  stock  had  been  paid 
for,  and  that  he  gave  the  corporation  credit  on  the  faith  of  it,  although, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  he  actually  gave  the  credit  on  the  faith  of  the 

jnancial  standing  of  the  corporation,  whigh  wgg  Vingarl  jjupon  its  appar- 
ent and  professed  amoun^t_rf_<'.a.pita1.  The  misrepresentation  as  to 
the  amount  of  capital  would  operate  as  a  fraud  on  such  a  creditor  as 
fully  and  effectually  as  if  he  had  personal  knowledge  of  the  existence 
of  the  defendants'  stock,  and  believed  it  to  have  been  paid  for  when 
he  gave  the  credit.  For  this  reason,  among  others,  we  think  that  all 
that  it  is  necessary  toallege^or  prove  in  that  regard  is  that  the  plain- 
tifE  is  a  subsequent  Creditor";  and  that,  if  the  fact  was  that  he  dealt 
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with  the  corporation  with  knowledge  of  the  arrangement  by  which 
the  "  bonus "  stock  was  issuedrtliis  is  a  matter  of  defence.  Gogehio 
Inv.  Co.  V.  Iron  Chief  Min.  Co.TtS  Wis.  427  (47  N.  W.  Eep.  726). 
Counsel  cites  Fogg  v.  Blair,  supra,  to  the  proposition  that  the  com- 
plaint should  have  statedjihat  thisstock  haid  some  value ;  but  that 
case  is  not  in  point,  for  tlie  plaintOT'there  was  a  prior  creditor ;  and, 
as  his  debt  could  not  have  been  contracted  on  the  faith  of  stock  not 
then  issued,  he  could  only  maintain  his  action,  if  at  all,  by  alleging 
that  the  corporation  parted  with  something  of  value. 

In  one  respect,  however,  we  think  the  complaint  is  clearly  insuffi- 
cient. The  thresher  company  is  here  asking  the  interposition  of  the 
court  to  aid  in  enforcing  an  equity  in  favor  of  creditors  against  the 
stockholders  by  declaring  them  liable  to  pay  for  this  stock  contrary 
tCL their  actual  contract  with  the  corporation.  While  the  proceeding 
is  not,  strictly  speaking,  an  equitable  action,  yet  the  relief  asked  is 
eguitable  in  its  nature.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  was  incumbent 
upon  the  thresher  company  to  show  its  own  equities,  and  that  it  was 
in  a  p<-»gijjTrm_t.ft  <^PTnj^,nd  such  relief.     Tt  wasjint  the  original  cre3itor 
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^tiat  purchase  it,  of  course,  succeeded  to  whatever  strictly  legal  riprhts 
its  assignors  had ;  but  it  is  pot  rights  of  that  kind  which  it  is  here 
seeking  to  enforce.  Under  such  circumstances,  we  think  it  was  in- 
cumbent upon  it  to  state  what  it  paid  for  the  claims,  or  at  least  to 
show  that  it  paid  a_substantial,  and  not  a  mere  nominal,  _considera- 
tiou.  The  only  allega^n  is  t&at  it  "^id  "  a  vahrabie^ongiSeraAipn." 
This  might  have  been  only  one  dollar.  It  appears  that  it  bought  the 
claims  after  the  car  company  had  become  insolvent,  and  its  affairs 
were  in  the  hj^nds  of  a  receiver ;  also  that  the  indebtedness  of  that 
company  amounted  to  about  $3,000,000,  and  that  there  were  not 
corgoratejissets  enough  to  pay  any  considerable  part  of  it.  The 
mere  chance  of  collecting  something  out  of  the  stockholders  does 
not  ordinarily  much  enhance  the  selling  price  of  claims  against  an 
insolvent  corporation.  If  any  person  or  company  had  gone  to  work 
and  bought  up  for  a  mere  song  thislargeindebtedness  of  the  car 
company  lor  the  purpose  ofspecjjlating  on  the  liability  of  the  stock- 
holders, no  court  would  grant  them  the  relief  here  prayed  for.  It 
would  say  to  them :  "  We  will  not  greate  andenf  orce  an  equity  for 
the  benefit  of  any  such  speculation."  Counsel  for  respondent  suggest 
that  the  thresher  company  is  biiFan  organization  of  the  original  cred- 
itors, who  formeS  it,  and  pooled  thgir  claims,  so  as  to_save_scmfithing 
out  of  the  wreck  of  the  car  company ;  but  nottting  of  tlie^nd  is 
alleged.    On  this  ground  the  defflnirer  should  nave  "Beensustained.^ 

1  There  would  seem  to  be  no  reason  why  the  principle  of  this  case  should  not  apply  to  an 
original  issue  of  all  the  shares  to  promoters  for  overvalued  property.  See  Coleman  v. 
Howe,  154  111.  458.  — ^ 
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(c)  Right  to  conq>el  Repayment  of  Moneys  improperly  disbursed  as  Dividends. 

McDonald,  eeceivee,  v.  williams. 

1899.    1T4  United  States,  397. 

Suit  by  receiver  of  the  Capital  National  Bank  of  Lincoln,  Ne- 
braska,  to  refeover  from  defendants,  stockholders  in  the  bank,  the 
amount  of  certain  dividends  jreviously  received  by  them. 

Upon  a  trial  in  the  U.  S.  Circuit.  Court  there  ^¥as  a  decree  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  for  the  recovery  of  a  part  of  the  sums  claimed.  Both 
parties  appealed.  Upon  the  argument  of  the  appeal  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals,  that  court  desired  the  instruction  of  the  Supreme 
Court  on  certain  questions. 

It  appears  from  the  statement  of  facts  made  by  the  court  that  the 
bank  suspended  payment  in  January,  1893,  in  a  condition  of  hope- 
less insolvency,  the  stockholders,  including  the  defendants,  have  been 
assessed  to  the  full  amount  of  their  respective  holdings,  but  the 
money  thus  obtained,  added  to  the  amount  realized  from  the  assets, 
will  not  be  sufficient  even  if  all  dividends  paid  during  the  bank's  ex- 
istence were  repaid  to  the  receiver,  to  pay  seventy-five  per  cent,  of 
the  claims  of  the  bank's  creditors. 

This  suit  was  brought  to  compel  the  repayment  of  certain  dividends 
paid  by  the  bank  to  the  defendants  on  that  part  of  the  capital  of  the 
bank  represented  by  their  stock  of  the  par  value  of  $6000,  on  the 
ground  alleged  in  the  bill  that  eacli  of  said  dividends  was  fraudu- 
lently declared  and  paid  out  of  the  capital  of  the  bank,  and  not  out 
of  net  profits. 

A  list  of  the  dividends  and  the  amount  thereof  paid  by  the  bank 
from  January,  1886,  to  July,  1892,  both  inclusive,  is  contained  in  the 
statement,  and  it  is  added  that  all  dividends,  except  the  last,  (July 
12,  1892,)  were  paid  to  the  dgfendanOZilliams,  a  stockholder  to  the 
amount  of  $6000,  from  the  organization  of  the  bank.  The  last  divi. 
dend  was  paid  to  the  defendant  Dodd,  who  bought  Williams'  stock, 
and  had  the  same  transferred  to  luTown  name  December  16,  1891. 

When  the  dividend  of  January  6, 1889,  was  declared  and  paid,  and  M  ',' 
when  each  subsequent  dividend,  down  to  and  including  July,  1891, 
was  declared  and  paid,  there  were  no  jet  profits.  The  capital  of  the 
bank  was  impaired,  and  the  dividends  were  paid  out  of  the  capital, 
but  the  bank  was  still^^olyent.  When  the  dividends  of  January  and 
July,  1892,  were  declareaTijid  paid  there  were  no  net  profits,  the  capi- 
tal  of  the  bank  was  lost,  and  the  bank  actually  insolsjejit, 

The  defendants,  neither  of  whom  vvaFim:  officer  or  director,  were 
ignorant  of  the  financial  condition  of  the  bank,  and  received  the  divi-      ^ 
dends  in  good  faith,  relying  on  the  officers  of  the  bank,  and  believing 
the  dividends  were  coming  out  of  the  profits. 
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Upon  these  facts  the  court  desired  the  instructiou  of  this  court  foi 
the  proper  decision  of  the  following  questions  : 

First  question.  Can  the  receiver  of  a  national  bank  recover  a  divi- 
dend paid  not  at  all  out  of  profits,  but  entirely  out  of  the  capital, 
when  the  stockholder  receiving  such  dividend  acted  in  gflfljL.faith, 
believing  the  same  to  be  paid  out  of  the  profits,  and  whenTBBTJSni, 
at  the  time  such  dividend  was  declared  and  paid,  was  not  insolvent  ? 

[The  second  question  is  omitted.] 

Edward  Winslow  Paige,  for  appellant. 

Theodore  De  Witt  {George  G.  Be  Witt  with  him),  for  appellees. 

Peckham,  J.  .  .  .  The  complainant  bases  his  right  to  recover  in 
this  suit  upon  the  theory  that  the  capital  of  the  corporation  was  a 
trust  fund  for  the  payment  of  creditors  entitled  to  a  portion  thereof, 
and  having  been  paid  in  the  way  of  dividends  to  the  shareholders 
that  portion  can  be  recovered  back  in  an  action  of  this  kind  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  debts  of  the  corporation.  He  also  bases  his 
right  to  recover  upon  the  terms  of  section  5204  of  the  Eevised  Stat- 
utes. 

We  think  the  theory  of  a  trust  fund  has  no  application  to  a  case  of 
this  kind.  When  a  corpofationTilsfllxent,  the  theory  that  its  capital 
is  a  trust  fund  upon  which  there  is  any  lien  for  the  payment  of  its 
debts  has  in  fact  very  little  foundation.  JN1>  general  creditor  has  any 
lien  upon  the  fund  under  such  circumstances,  and  the  right  of  the 
corporation  to  deal  with  its  property  is  absolute  so  long  as  it  does  not 
violate  its  charter  or  the  law  applicable  to  such  corporation. 

In  Graham  v.  Railroad  Company,  102  U.  S.  148,  161,  it  was  said  by 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  that  "  when  a  cor- 
poration becomes  insolvent,  it  is  so  far  civilly  dead  that  its  property 
may  be  administered  as  a  trust  fund  for  the  benefit  of  its  stockhold- 
ers and  creditors,  and  a  court  of  equity,  at  the  instance  of  the  proper 
parties,  will  then  make  those  funds  trust  funds,  which,  in  other  cir- 
cumstances, are  as  much  the  absolute  property  of  the  corporation  as 
any  man's  property  is  his." 

And  in  Hollins  v.  Brierfleld  Coal  arid  Iron  Company,  150  U.  S.  371, 
383,  385,  it  was  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  in  delivering  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  and  speaking  of  the  theory  of  the  capital  of  a  corpo- 
ration being  a  trust  fund,  as  follows  : 

"  In  other  words,  and  that  is  the  idea  which  underlies  all  these  ex- 
pressions in  reference  to  '  trust '  in  connection  with  the  property  of  a 
corporation,  the  corporation  is  an  entity  distinct  from  its  stockhold- 
ers as  from  its  creditors.  Solvent,  it  holds  its  property  as  any  indi- 
vidual holds  his,  free  from  the  clutch  of  a  creditor  who  has  acquired 
no  lien  ;  free  also  from  the  touch  of  a  stockholder  who,  though  equi- 
tably interested  in,  has  no  legal  right  to,  the  property.  Becoming 
insolvent,  the  equitable  interest  of  the  stockholders  in  the  property,' 
together  with  their  conditional  liability  to  the  creditors,  places  the 
property  in  a  condition  of  trust,  first,  for  the  creditors,  and  then  for 


Mcdonald  v.  williams. 


595 


the  stockholders.  Whatever  of  trust  there  is  arises  from  the  peculiar 
and  diverse  equitable  rights  of  the  stockholders  as  against  the  cor- 
poration in  its  property  and  their  conditional  liability  to  its  creditors. 
It  is  rather  a  trust  in  the  administration  of  the  assets  after  possession 
J}y  a  court"oreguity_than  a  trust  attaching  to  the  propertyTaQPch, 
^or  the  direct  benefit  of  either  creditor  or  stockholder." 

And  also  : 

«  The  ofacers  of  a  corporation  act  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  in  respect 
to  its  property  in  their  hands,  and  may  be  called  to  an  account  for 
fraud,  or,  sometimes,  even  mere  mismanagement  in  respect  thereto ; 
"ButTas  between  itself  and  its  creditors,  the  corporation  is  simply  a 
debtar,  and  does  not  hold  its  property  in  trust,  or  subject  to  a  lien  in 
their  favor,  in  any  other  sense  than  does  an  individual  debtor.  That 
is  certainly  the  general  rule,  and  if  there  be  any  exceptions  thereto 
they  are  not  presented  by  any  of  the  facts  in  this  case.  Neither  the 
insolvency  of  the  corporation,  nor  the  execution  of  an  illegal  trust 
deed,  nor  the  failure  to  collect  in  full  all  stock  subscriptions,  nor  all 
together,  gave  to  these  simple  contract  creditors  any  lien  upon  the 
property  of  the  corporation,  nor  charged  any  direct  trust  thereon." 

Other  cases  are  cited  in  the  opinion  as  holding  the  same  doctrine. 

In  Wabash,  etc.,  Railway  Company  v.  Ham,  114  U.  S.  587,  594, 
M».  Justice  Gray,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  : 

"  The  property  of  a  corporation  is  doubtless  a  trust  fund  for  the 
payment  of  its  debts,  in  the  sense  that  when  the  corporation  is  law- 
fully dissolved  and  all  its  business  wound  up,  or  when  it  is  insolvent, 
all  its  creditors  are  entitled  in  equity  to  have  their  debts  paid  out  of 
the  corporate  property  before  any  distribution  thereof  among  the 
stockholders.  It  is  also  true,  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  as  in  that 
of  a  natural  person,  that  any  conveyance  of  property  of  the  debtor, 
without  authority  of  law,  and  in  fraud  of  existing  creditors,  is  void  as 
against  them."  ^ 

These  cases,  while  not  involving  precisely  the  same  question  now 
before  us,  show  there  is  no  well-defined  lien  ofcreditors  upon  the 
capital  of  a  corporation  while  the  latter  is  a  solvent  and  going  con- 
cern, so  as  to  permit  creditors  to  question,  at  the  time,  the  .disposition 
of  the  property. 

The  bank  being  solvent,  although  it  paid  its  dividends  out  ol 
capital,  did  not  pay  them  out  of  atjust-fund.  Upon  the  subsequent 
insolvency  of  the  bank  and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  an  action 
could  not  be  brought  by  the  latter  to  recover  the  dividends  thus  paid 
on  the  theory  that  they  were  paid  from  a  trust  fund,  and  ther.efore 
were  liable  to  be  recovered  back. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  complainant,  however,  that  if  the 
■tssets  of  the  bank  are  impressed  with  a  trust  in  favor  of  its  creditors 
when  it  is  insolvent,  they  must  be  impressed  with  the  same  trust 
when  it  is  solvent ;  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  value  of  the  assets  of 
the  corporation  has  sunk  below  the  amount  of  its  debts,  although  as 
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yet  unknown  to  any  body,  cannot  possibly  make  a  new  contract  be^ 
tween  tlie  corporation  and  its  creditors.  In  case  of  insolvency,  how- 
ever, the  recovery  of  the  money  paid  in  the  ordinary  way  without 
condition  is  allowed,  not  on  the  ground  of  contract  to  repay,  but  be- 
cause the  money  thus  paid  was  in  equity Jhe_moiigy^of_the  creditor  ; 
that  it  did  not  belong  to  the  bank,  and  the  bank  inpaying  could 
bestow  no  title  in  tha.  money  it_  paid..t(L.o.ne  who  did  not  receive  it 
bona  fide  aiidnoTvalue.  The  assets  of  the  bank,  while  it  is'solvent, 
may" clearly  not  be  impressed  with  a  trust  in  favor  of  creditors,  and 
yet  that  trust  may  be  created  by  the  very  fact  of  the  jiigolYgngy,  and 
the  trust  enforced  by  a  receiver  as  the  representative  of  all  the  cred- 
itors. But  we  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  deciding  that  the 
doctrine  of  a  trust  fund  does  in  truth  extend  to  a  shareholder  receiv- 
ing  a  dividend^n_gaod-faith  biTTeSag-lt  ia4iaid_out  of^  profite,^ven 
though  the  bankjit  Jhfi-JiiTne.  nf  tha^pa^meaL-hfi-in-Jaetu^olyent. 
That  question  is  not  herein  presented  to  us,  and  we  express  no  opin- 
ion in  regard  to  it.  We  only  say,  that  if  such  a  dividend  be  recover- 
able, it  would  be  on  the  principle  of  a  trust  fund. 

Insolvency  is  a  most  important  and  material  fact,  not  only  with 
individuals  but  with  corporations,  and  with  the  latter  as  with  the 
former  the  mere  fact  of  its  existence  may  change  radically  and 
materially  its  rights  and  obligations.  Where  there  is  no  statute  pro- 
viding what  particular  act  shall  be  evidence  of  insolvency  or  bank- 
ruptcy, it  may  be  and  it  sometimes  is  quite  difficult  to  determine  the 
fact  of  its  existence  at  any  particular  period  of  time.  Although  no 
trust  exists  while  the  corporation  is  solvent,  the  fact  which  creates 
the  trust  is  the  insolvency,  and  when  that  fact  is  established  at  that 
instant  the  trust  arises.  To  prove  the  instant-.of  creation  may  be 
almost  impossible,  and  yet  its  existence^at  some  tiine_may  very. easily 
be  proved.  What  the  precise  nature  and  extent  of  the  trust  is,  even 
in  such  case,  may  be  somewhat  difficult  to  accurately  define,  but  it 
may  be  admitted  in  some  form  and  to  some  extent  to  exist  in  a  case 
of  insolvency. 

Hence  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  law  does  create  a  distinction 
between  solvency  and  insolvency,  and  that  from  the  moment  when 
the  latter  condition  is  established  the  legality  of  acts  thereafter  per- 
formed will  be  decided  by  very  different  principles  than  in  a  case  of 
solvency.  And  so  of  acts  committed  in  conteniplationjjf insolvency. 
The  fact  of  insolvency  must  be  proved  in  order  to  show  the  act  was 
one  committed  in  contemplation  thereof. 

Without  reference  to  the  statute,  therefore,  we  think  the  right  to 
recover  the  dividend  paid  while  the  bank  was  solvent  would  "not  exist. 

But  it  is  urged  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  that  section  5204 
of  the  Kevised  Statutes  makes  the  payment  of  a  dividend  out  of 
capital  illegal  and  ultra  vires  of  the  corporation,  and  that  money  thus 
paid  remains  the  property  of  the  corporation,  and  can  be  followed 
into  the  hands  of  any  voluuteer. 
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The  section  provides  that  "  no  association,  or  any  member  thereof, 
shall,  during  the  time  it  shall  continue  its  banking  operations,  with- 
draw, or  permit  to  be  withdrawn,  either  in  the  form  of  dividends  or 

_Dlilierwiser,any  portion  of  its  capital."  What  is  meant  by  this  lan- 
guage ?  Has  a  shareholder  withdrawn  m;^  permitted  to  be  withdrawn 
in  the  form  of_adividend any  portion  of  the  capital  of  the  bank  when 
he  has  simply  and  in  good  faith  received  a  dividend  declared  by  a 
board  of  directors  of  which  he  was  not  a  member,  and  which  dividend 
he  honestly  supposed  was  declared  only  out  of  profits  ?  Does  he  in 
such  case  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  withdraw  or  permit  to  be 
withdrawn  a  portion  of  the  capital  ?  The  law  prohibits  the  making  of 
?  -lividend  by  a  national  bank  from  its  capital  or  to  an  amount  greater 
than  its  net  profits  then  on  hand,  deducting  therefrom  its  losses  and 
bad  debts.  The  fact  of  the  declaration  of  a  dividend  is  in  effect  the 
assertion  by  the  board  of  directors  that  the  dividend  is  made  ovTrof 

"proHts.  Believing  that  the  dividend  is  thus  made,  the  shareholder  in 
good  faith  receives  his  portion  of  it.  Can  it  be  said  that  in  thus  doing 
he  withdraws  _^or  permits  to  be  withdrawn  any  portion  of  the  capital 
of  the  corporation  ?  We  think  he  does  not  withdraw^  it  by  the  mere 
reception  of  his  proportionate  part  of  the  dividend.  The  withdrawal 
was  initiated  by  the  declaration  of  the  dividend  by  the  board  of 
directors,  and  was  consummated  on  their  part  when  they  permitted 
payment  to  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  declaration.  We  think 
this  language  implies  some  positive  or  affirmative  act  on  the  part  of 
the  shareholder  by  which  he  .knowingLv:.-Withdraws  the  capital  or 
some  portion  thereof,  or  with  knowledge  permits  some  act  which 
results  in  the  withdrawal,  and  which  might  not  have  been  so  with- 
drawn without  his  action.  The^permitting  to  be  withdrawn  cannot 
be  founded  upon  the  simple  receipt  of  a  dividend  under  the  facts 
stated  above. 

One  is  not  usually  said  to  .permit  an  act  which  he  is  wholly  igno- 
rant_of,  nor  would  he  be  said  to  consent  to  an  act  of  the  eommi"ssTo5a 
of  which  he  had  no  knowle^ige.  Ought  it  to  be  said  that  he  with- 
draws or  permits  the  withdrawal  by  ignorantly  yet  in  entire  good 
faith  receiving  his  proportionate  part  of  the  dividend?  Is  each 
shareholder  an  absolute  insurer  that  dividends  are  paid  out  of  profits  ? 
Must  he  employ  experts  to  examine  the  books  of  the  bank  previous 
to  receiving  each  dividend?  Few  shareholders  could  make  such 
examination  themselves.  The  shareholder  takes  the  fact  that  a  divi- 
dend has  been  declared  as  an  assurance  that  it  was  declared  out  of 
profits  and  not  out  of  capital,  because  he  knows  that  the  statute  pro- 
hibits any  declaration  of  a  dividend  out  of  capital.  Knowing  that  a 
dividend  from  capital  would  be  illegal,  he  would  receive  the  dividend 
as  an  assurance  that  the  bank  was  in  a  prosperous  condition  and  with 
unimpaired  capital.  Under  such  circumstances  we  cannot  think  that 
Congress  intended  by  the  use  of  the  expression  "  withdraw  or  permit 
to  be  withdrawn,  either  in  the  form  of  dividends,  or  otherwise,"  any 
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portion  of  its  capital,  to  include  the  case  of  the  passive  receipt  of  a 
dividend  by  a  shareholder  in  the  bona  fide  belief  that  the  dividend 
was  paid  out  of  profits,  while  the  bank  was  in  fact  solvent.  We  think 
it  would  be  an  improper  construction  of  the  language  of  the  statute 
to  hold  that  it  covers  such  a  case. 

We  are  strengthened  in  our  views  as  to  the  proper  construction  of 
this  act  by  reference  to  some  of  its  other  sections.  The  payment  of 
the  capital  within  a  certain  time  is  provided  for  by  sections  5140  and 
6141.  Section  5151  provides  for  the  individual  responsibility  of  each 
shareholder  to  the  extent  of  his  stock  at  the  par  value  thereof  in 
addition  to  the  amount  invested  therein.  (These  shareholders  have 
already  been  assessed  under  this  section.)  And  section  5205  pro- 
vides for  the  case  of  a  corporation  whose  capital  shall  have  become 
impaired  by  losses  or  otherwise,  and  proceedings  may  be  taken  by  the 
association  aga,inst  the  shareholders  for  the  payment  of  the  deficiency 
in  the  capital  within  three  months  after  receiYing  notice  thereof  from 
the  Comptroller.  These  various  provisions  of  the  statute  impose  a 
very  severe  liability  upon  the  part  of  holders  of  national  bank  stock, 
and  while  such  provisions  are  evidently  imposed  for  the  purpose,  of 
securing  reasonable  safety  to  those  who  deal  with  the  banks,  we  may 
nevertheless  say,  in  view  of  this  whole  system  of  liability,  that  it  is 
jmnecessary,  and  that  it  would  be  an  unnatural  construction  of  the 
language  of  section  5204  to  hold  that  in  a  case  such  as  this  a  share- 
holder, by  the  receipt  of  a  dividend  from  a  solvent  bank,  had  with- 
drawn .or  permitted  to  be  withdrawn  any  portion  of  its  capital. 

We  may  concede  that  the  directors  who  declared  the  dividend 
under  such  circumstances  ^violg±fid_tlae_Jaw,  and  that  their  act  was 
therefore  illegal,  but  the  reception  of  the  dividend  by  the  shareholder 
in  good  faith,  as  mentioned  in  the  question,  was  not  a  wrongful  or 
designedly  improper  act.  Hence  the  liability  of  the  shareholder 
should  not  be  eiilarged  by  reason  of  the  conduct  of  the  directors. 
They  may  have  rendered  themselves  liable  to  prosecution,  but  the 
liability  of  the  shareholder  is  different  in  such  a  case,  and  the  receipt 
of  a  dividend  under  the  circumstances  is  different  from  an  act  which 
may  be  said  to  be  generally  illegal,  such  as  the  purchase  of  stock  in 
one  national  bank  by  another  national  bank  for  an  investment  merely, 
which  is  never  proper.  Concord  First  National  Bank  v.  Hawkins, 
just  d-ecided,  ante,  364. 

The  declaration  and  payment  of  a  dividend  is  part  of  the  course  of 
business  of  these  corporations.  It  is  the  thing  for  which  they  are 
established,  and  its  payment  is  looked  for  as  the  appropriate  result 
of  the  business  which  has  been  done.  The  presumption  of  legality 
attaches  to  its  declaration  and  payment,  because  declaring  it,  is  to 
assert  that  it  is  payable  out  of  the  profits.  As  tba,statute  has  .pro- 
vided a  remedy  under  section  5205  for  the  impairmentol  tJ&e  capital 
which  includes  the  case  of  an  impairment  produced  by  the  payment 
of  a  dividend,  we  think  the  payment  and  receipt  of  a  dividend  under 
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the  circumstances  detailed  in  the  question  certified  do  not  permit  of 
its  recovery  back  by  a  receiver  appointed  upon  the  subsequent  insol- 
vency of  the  bank. 

The  facts  in  the  various  English  cases  cited  by  counsel  for  com- 
plainant are  so  entirely  unlike  those  which  exist  in  this  case  that  no 
useful  purpose  would  be  subserved  by  a  reference  to  them.  Not  one 
holds  that  a  dividend  declared  under  such  facts  as  this  case  assumes 
can  be  recovered  back  in  such  an  action  as  this. 

We  answer  the  first  question  in  the  negative.* 


1  After  the  Supreme  Court  had  given  the  above  opinion,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
rendered  judgment  against  the  receiver  as  to  the  dividends  in  the  years  when  the  bank 
was  still  MilvBnt,,  and  against  the  defendant  stockholders  for  the  dividends  paid  during  in- 
solvency.  Lacombe,  J.,  said:  "No  question  was  propounded"  (i.e.,  to  the  Supreme 
Court)  "as  to  the  dividends  paid  when  the  bank  was  actually  insolvent,  as  we  had  no 
doubt  the  receiver  could  recover  them  in  a  proper jiction."  Hayden  v.  Williams,  96Te3eral 
"Iteporter,  ii7»,  pp.^SS,  284:    SeValS,'  Grant  y.  Boss,  A.  d.  1896,  100  Kentucky,  44.  —  En. 
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BOOK  IV. 

SHAKES  OF  STOCK. 


CHAPTEK  I. 
ISSUE  AND  PAYMENT.    HEREIN  OF  WATERED  STOCK 


WmDSOE  ELECTRIC  LIGHT  CO.  v.  TANDY. 

1893.    66  Vermont,  248. 

Ttlbe,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  general  assumpsit  brought  by  ihe 
plaintiff  company  to  recover  of  the  defendant  an  assessment  upon  his 
subscription  for  shares  of  the  plaintiff's  capital  stock. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  defendant  and  eight  other  persons, 
on  Feb.  21,  1890,  associated  themselves  together  as  a  corporation, 
under  ch.  163,  E.  L.,  as  follows  : 

"  We,  the  subscribers,  hereby  associate  ourselves  together  as  a  cor- 
poration under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Vermont,  to  be  known  by  the 
name  of  the  Windsor  Electric  Light  Co.,  for  the  purpose  of  furnish- 
ing electric  light,  electric  heat  and  electric  power  at  Windsor,  in  the 
county  of  Windsor,  in  the  state  of  Vermont,  with  a  capital  stock  of 
five  thousand  dollars,  divided  into  two  hundred  shares  of  twenty-five 
dollars  each.  Dated  at  said  Windsor,  this  21st  day  of  February, 
A.  D.  1890." 

The  articles  of  association  were  duly  recorded  July  3,  1890,  in  the 
ofB.ce  of  the  secretary  of  state,  whereupon  the  corporation  was  organ- 
ized, by-laws  were  adopted  and  officers  were  elected  as  provided  by 
the  statute.  At  a  meeting  held  Nov.  29,  1890,  it  was  voted  to  assess 
the  stock  one  hundred  cents  on  each  dollar  subscribed,  and  the  assess- 
ment was  made  payable  Dec.  15,  1890. 

The  defendant's  subscription  was  as  follows  : 

"  Frank  H.  Tandy, 80  shares," 

following  which  were  the  names  and  subscriptions  of  the  other  eight 
subscribers. 

When  the  defendant  and  others,  by  articles,  had  associated  them- 
selves together  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  the  arti- 
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cles  had  been  recorded  and  certified  by  the  secretary  of  state,  and  the 
corporation  had  been  organized,  and  all  the  conditions  precedent  re- 
quired by  the  statute  bad  been  complied  with,  those  persons  became 
a  body  politic  and  corporate  under  the  laws  of  the  state.  The  plainr 
tiff's  corporate  existence  was  then  and  thereby  established,  and  the 
defendant  became,  by  the  act  of  subscription,  a  stockholder.  His 
subscription  is  presumed  to  have  been  accepted  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
it  was  binding  upon  it  and  upon  the  defendant,  the  prospective  rights 
of  membership  being  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  the  con- 
tract. Beach  on  Pri.  Cor.,  ss.  63  and  513 ;  Hartford  &  New  Haven 
B.  Co.  V.  Kennedy,  12  Conn.  499. 

Whether  the  defendant,  by  becoming  a  stockholder,  incurred  a  per- 
sonal liability  to  pay  his  proportion  of  such  assessments  as  should  be 
laid  upon  the  stock,  can  best  be  determined  by  inquiring  what  the 
relation  was  which  he  assumed  towards  the  corporation  by  the  act  of 
subscription.  By  agreement  the  entire  capital  was  to  be  five  thousand 
dollars,  divided  into  two  hundred  shares  of  twenty-five  dollars  each. 
The  defendant  subscribed  for  and  agreed  to  take  eighty  shares,  and  the 
corporation,  by  accepting  his  subscription,  became  obligated  to  assign 
that  number  of  shares  to  him.  It  seems  clear,  then,  that  the  defendant 
impliedly  promised  to  contribute  towards  the  entire  capital  as  much 
money  as  his  number  •  of  shares  represented,  and  in  such  instalments 
and  at  such  times  as  the  corporation  should  require.* 
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1867.    Law  Reports,  2  House  uf  Lm-ds,  325. 

OvEEEND,  GuKNBY  &  Co.,  LIMITED,  a  Company  formed  under  the 
Companies  Act  of  1862,  became  financially  involved  and  was  wound 
up.  Oakes  moved  that  his  name  be  stricken  from  the  list  of  contribu- 
tories,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  induced  to  become  a  member 
of  the  company  by  the  fraudulent  representations  of  its  directors.  The 
motion  was  denied. 

LoKD  Ckanwokth  :  — 

My  Lords,  the  appellant,  Mr.  Oakes,  in  order  to  sustain  his  ap- 
peal, must  make  out  two  propositions.  He  must  satisfy  the  House, 
first,  that  he  was  induced  to  take  his  shares  in  Overend,  Gurney 
&  Co.,  Limited,  by  the  fraud  of  the  company,  or  of  those  for 
whom  the  company  became  responsible ;   and,  secondly,  if  that  is 

1  In  Pacific  National  Bank  v.  Eaton,  141  U.  S.  227,  234,  the  court  said  that  a  share- 
holder "may  take  out  a  certificate  or  liot,  as  he  sees  fit.  Millions  of  dollars  of  capital 
stock  are  held  without  anv  certificate;  or,  if  certificates  are  made  out,  without  their  ever 
being  delivered.  A  certificate  is  authentic  evidence  of  title  (o  stock;  but  it  is  not  the  stock 
itself,  nor  is  it  necessary  to  the  existence  of  the  stock.  It  certifies  to  a  fact  which  exists 
independently  of  itself.  And  an  actual  subscription  is  not  necessary.  There  may  be  a 
virtual  subscription,  deducible  from  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  party!" 


602  OAKES  V.   TUEQUAND. 

made  out,  that  he  ought  not  to  be  retained  on  the  list  of  contributo- 
ries.  The  first  question  is  one  of  fact,  and  its  determination,  how- 
ever important  to  the  parties  concerned,  is  of  no  general  interest.  The 
other  question  is  of  very  extensive  consequence  in  the  mercantile 
world.  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  persons  dealing  with  joint 
stock  companies  should  be  in  no  doubt  as  to  who  are  the  persons  to 
whom  they  are  entitled  to  look  as  liable  to  perform  the  obligations 
and  pay  the  debts  of  the  partnership. 

I  shall  proceed  at  once  to  consider  this  second  question  —  to  deter- 
mine what  are  the  relative  rights  of  Mr.  Oakes  and  the  creditors,  and 
for  this  purpose  shall  assume  it  to  be  true  that  he  was  induced  to 
take  shares  by  the  fraud  of  the  company,  or  of  those  for  whom  the 
company  became  responsible.  Thrfe  is  no  doubt  that  the  direct  rem- 
edy of  a  creditor  is  solely  against  the  incorporated  company.  He  has 
no  dealing  with  any  individual  shareholder,  and  if  he  is  driven  to 
bring  an  action  to  enforce  any  right  he  may  have  acquired,  he  must 
sue  the  company,  and  not  any  of  the  members  of  whom  it  is  com- 
posed. This  being  so,  the  argument  of  the  appellant  is,  that  it  is  only 
to  the  assets  of  the  company  that  the  creditor  can  resort,  and  so  that 
the  only  question  is,  of  what  those  assets  consist.  This  question,  he 
contends,  so  far  as  the  assets  consist  of  money  to  be  recovered  by  legal 
process  against  other  persons,  whether  shareholders  or  not,  can  only 
be  solved  by  ascertaining  what  rights  the  company  has  against  those 
other  persons.  If  in  any  proceeding  by  the  company  instituted  for 
the  purpose  of  recovering  money  from  any  person,  that  person  has  a 
valid  defence,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  the  appellant  contends  that 
the  sum  claimed  from  him  does  not  form  part  of  the  assets  of  the 
sompany.  These  assets,  he  says,  consist  solely  of  property  in  the 
actual  possession  of  the  company,  or  which  the  company  can  recover 
by  means  of  legal  proceedings.  In  this  case  the  appellant  contends 
that  he  was  induced  to  become  a  shareholder  by  means  of  a  fraud 
which  entitles  him  to  repudiate  the  status  of  shareholder,  and  to  say, 
as  between  himself  and  the  company,  that  he  never  held  a  share. 
And  if  he  can  say  this  against  the  company,  then  the  appellant  con- 
tends he  can  say  it  against  all  the  world,  for  his  liability  is  a  liability 
to  the  company  and  to  no  one  else. 

.  .  .  Sect.  74  [of  the  Companies  Act]  defines  contributories  to  be 
all  persons  liable  to  contribute  to  the  assets  in  the  event  of  the  com- 
pany being  wound  up;  and  sect.  38  declares  that  on  that  event  every 
present  and  past  member  shall  be  liable  to  contribute  subject  to  cer- 
tain qualifications.  In  order  to  ascertain  who  are  designated  by  the 
word  "members"  in  sect.  38,  we  must  refer  to  sect.  23,  which  states 
that  every  person  who  has  agreed  to  become  a  member,  and  whose 
name  is  entered  on  the  register,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  member  of 
the  company. 

The  name  of  Mr.  Oakes  was  certainly  entered  on  the  register ;  if, 
therefore,  he  agreed  to  become  a  member  within  the  meaning  of  this 
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23d  section,  he  is  a  contributory.  The  argument  is,  that  he  did  not 
so  agree,  because  all  which  he  did,  he  did  under  the  influence  of  fraud 
and  misrepresentation.  But  assuming  all  that  to  be,  and  I  believe  it 
was,  just  as  Mr.  Oakes  represents  it,  still  he  did  agree  to  become  a 
member  — that  is,  he  in  fact  agreed.  He  may  have  full  rights  against 
those  who  deceived  him,  but  with  that  the  outer  world  can  have  no 

concern. 

Appeal  dismissed. 


PENOBSCOT  EAILEOAD  COMPANY  v.  WHITE. 

1856.    41  Maim,  512. 

Action  to  collect  an  assessment  levied  by  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
shares  of  its  stock  held  by  defendant. 

Mat,  J.  It  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  is  contended  by  the  able  coun- 
sel in  defence,  that  the  right  to  assess  money  upon  corporators  depends 
upon  the  right  to  use  it  when  assessed  and  paid ;  but  the  right  to  use 
it  may,  .without  doubt,  exist,  notwithstanding  there  is  no  actual  in- 
debtedness on  the  part  of  the  corporation  existing  at  the  time  when 
the  assessment  is  made.  It  may  be,  and  often  is,  expedient  to  make 
assessments,  in  view  of  anticipated  liabilities,  to  be  subsequently  in- 
curred in  the  prosecution,  of  the  general  purposes  for  which  the  cor- 
poration was  created ;  but  it  may  be  questioned,  whether  it  would  not 
generally  be  much  wiser,  and  would  not  better  promote  the  pecuniary 
interests  of  such  corporations,  to  postpone  the  making  of  their  con- 
tracts until  a  solvent  treasury  should  insure  the  prompt  performance 
of  them  on  their  part.  Contractors,  then,  would  have  no  occasion  to 
exact  exorbitant  prices,  because  of  the  uncertainty  of  their  being 
promptly  paid,  if  paid  at  all.  But  whether  expedient  or  not  to  assess 
moneys,  in  anticipation  of  liabilities  to  be  subsequently  created,  there 
can,  in  our  judgment,  be  no  doubt  of  the  existence  of  the  power  in  the 
plaintiff  corporation  to  make  such  assessments,  and  if  rightly  made, 
we  know  of  no  authority,  and  none  has  been  cited,  tending  to  show 
that  such  assessments,  even  though  the  money  should  be  subsequently 
misappropriated  by  the  corporation  or  its  agents,  would  be  void  ;  nor 
can  we  perceive  any  reason'  why  such  assessments,  if  made  to  raise 
money  for  the  general  but  legitimate  purposes  of  the  corporation, 
when  the  corporation,  through  its  directors,  had  made  contracts  for 
the  execution  of  those  purposes,  should  be  void,  even  though  it  might 
subsequently  turn  out  that  such  contracts  were  invalid,  for  want  of 
authority  in  the  directors  to  make  them.  In  such  a  case  the  enter- 
prise itself  is  lawful,  ^Deing  the  very  one  for  which  the  corporation 
was  created ;  but  the  mode  adopted  for  its  completion  is  unlawful, 
being  unauthorized  by  the  charter.     The  moneys  are  assessed  for  the 
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legitimate  objects  of  the  charter,  but  the  contracts  to  secure  the  ac- 
complishment of  those  objects  are  invalid.  Such  contracts  may  be 
avoided,  and  the  moneys  raised,  may,  notwithstanding,  be  appropri- 
ated in  conformity  with  the  charter  for  the  very  purposes  for  "which 
the  corporation  was  created.  It  is,  therefore,  apparent  that  the  right 
to  make  assessments  cannot  be  made  to  depend  upon  any  actual  in- 
debtedness existing  at  the  time,  nor  defeated  by  any  apparent  indebt- 
edness incurred  under  a  contract  which  was  void.  It  ought,  perhaps, 
rather  to  be  presumed  that  the  corporation  will  effect  the  purposes  of 
its  charter  in  some  legal  way,  and  that  the  moneys  assessed  will  be 
invested  for  that  purpose. 


IN  EE  THE  EXCHANGE  BANKING  COMPANY. 

1881.     Law  Journal  Chancery,  New  Series,  Vol,  50,  p.  827. 

A  COMPANY  issued  shares,  which  were  thereafter  forfeited  to  the 
company  by  non-payment  of  calls.  The  company  then  sold  the  shares 
to  Eamwell  for  less  than  their  par  value.  On  the  winding-up  of  the 
company,  the  question  was  whether  Eamwell  was  bound  to  pay  the 
difference  between  the  par  value  of  these  shares  and  the  amount  actu- 
ally paid  for  them. 

Bacon,  V.  C.  The  first  point  which  I  will  deal  with  is  the  question 
of  the  701,  which  the  official  liquidator  says  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
to  Mr.  Eamwell,  because  section  25  of  the  Companies  Act,  1867,  re- 
quires that  any  agreement  acquiring  shares  at  less  than  the  nominal 
value  should  be  in  writing  and  registered,  and  there  is  no  such  con- 
tract here.  As  far  as  the  evidence  goes,  the  company  had  issued 
shares  to  certain  persons,  who  had  failed  to  fulfil  their  duties  by  pay- 
ing calls,  and  the  company  had  consequently  exercised  their  power  of 
cancelling  and  forfeiting  these  shares,  and  these  shares  became  the 
property  of  the  company  again  But  they  are  no  longer  shares  to  which 
the  registration  clause  applies  ;  they  are  not  shares  "  issued  "  by  the 
company.  The  directors  had  these  shares  to  sell,  and  they  chose  to 
sell  them  for  701.  less  than  their  full  price.  These  shares  were  chat- 
tels in  their  possession,  —  things  they  could  sell,  things  they  had 
acquired  by  reason  of  the  forfeiture.  There  is  no  ground  for  saying 
that  such  a  transaction  ought  to  be  registered,  or  that  it  was  void  for 
want  of  registration. 
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PEOPLE   V.   BOAED  OE  KAILEOAD   COMMISSIONEES. 

1903.    81  New  York,  Appellate  Division,  242. 

The  New  York  and  Port  Chester  Eaili-oad  Company  petitioned  for 
a  certificate  that  public  convenience  and  necessity  required  the  con- 
struction of  the  railroad  proposed  in  its  articles  of  association.  The 
New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Eailroad  Company  (the  relator 
herein)  opposed  the  application.  One  of  its  grounds  was  that  the 
company  had  not  been  organized  as  required  by  law. 

Pabkbk,  p.  J.  It  is  further  urged  that  because  $25,000,  being  ten 
per  cent  of  the  minimum  amount  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company, 
had  not  been  paid  in  cash  at  the  time  the  certificate  of  incorporation 
was  filed,  such  filing  was  void  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of 
the  General  Railroad  Law  (as  amd.  by  Laws  of  1892,  chap.  676),  and 
hence  that  the  applicant  has  no  lawful  organization.  Such  certificate 
was  filed  on  April  3,  1901,  and  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence  taken 
before  the  commissioners  that  at  that  time  none  of  the  stock  sub- 
scribed for  had  been  paid  for  in  cash.  The  names  of  every  subscriber 
for  stock,  and  the  amount  taken  by  each,  are  set  forth  in  the  certificate 
filed,  from  which  it  appears  that  the  requisite  ten  per  cent  had  been 
subscribed  for,  and  there  is  an  affidavit  annexed  to  the  certificate, 
made  by  three  of  the  directors,  that  it  had  all  been  paid  for  in  cash. 
But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  not  one  of  such  subscribers  had  paid  anything. 
One  Gotshall,  who  was  neither  a  director  nor  a  subscriber  for  stock, 
had,  on  the  second  day  of  April,  drawn  his  check  on  the  Garfield 
National  Bank  against  his  own  individual  account  for  the  sum  of 
$25,000,  payable  to  his  own  order,  and  by  him  endorsed  as  follows  : 
"  Eor  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  account  of  the  New  York  and  Port 
Chester  Eailroad  Company,  or  C.  0.  Mailloux."  Such  check  he  de- 
livered to  Mailloux,  who  was  a  director  of  the  company,  and  undoubt- 
edly he  had  suflB.cient  funds  in  bank  to  meet  it,  and  also  intended  it 
as  the  payment  to  the  company  required  by  such  section  2.  Mailloux 
held  such  check  until  April  eleventh,  when  it  was  presented  to  the 
Garfield  National  Bank,  and,  upon  being  cashed,  the  amount  was 
passed  to  the  credit  of  the  railroad  company  in  such  bank.  Such 
check  was  not  certified,  and  very  clearly  no  arrangement  had  been 
made  with  the  bank,  or  in  any  manner,  by  force  of  which  the  fund 
against  which  it  was  drawn  was  appropriated  solely  to  its  payment. 
At  any  time  before  its  presentment,  the  fund  in  bank  was  subject  to 
Gotshall's  order,  and  absolute  and  final  control  of  it  had  not  been  given 
to  the  company.  Hence,  within  the  decisions,  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  such  check  cannot  be  deemed  a  payment  in  cash.  (Matter  oj 
Kings,  Queens  &  Suffolk  Railroad  Co.,  6  App.  Div.  241 ;  Durant  v. 
Abendroth,  69  N.  Y.  148.) 
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The  distinction  as  to  when  a  check  may,  and  when  it  may  not,  be 
deemed  cash  is  made  apparent  by  the  following  language  used  in 
White  V.  Eiseman,  134  N.  Y.  101, 107,  to  wit :  "  We  think  that  where 
the  money  is  actually  in  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  the  special  partner, 
and  he  gives  absolute  and  final  control  of  it  to  the  general  partner,  it 
should  be  regarded  as  a  payment  in  cash.  The  delivery  of  a  certified 
check  to  the  payee  has  this  effect." 


s^ 


^' 


,^^7VW^^-^ 


LAKE  SUPERIOE  IRON  COMPANY  v.  DEEXEL. 

1882.    90  New  York.Sl. 

Eabl,  J.  This  is  an  action  against  the  defendant  as  a  stockholder 
of  the  Blair  Iron  and  Steel  Company  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  debt 
due  from  that  company  to  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  com- 
pany was  not  so  organized  as  to  protect  its  stockholders  from  individual 
liability.  The  company  was  organized  January  6,  1873,  under  the 
General  Manufacturing  Act  (Chap.  40  of  the  Laws  of  1848),  with  a 
nominal  capital  of  $2,500,000,  divided  into  twenty -five  thousand  shares 
of  $100  each. "  The  certificate  of  incorporation  was  signed  by  Blair, 
Struthers,  Hall,  Smith,  and  Miller,  who  were  also  designated  as  trus- 
tees to  manage  the  affairs  of  the  company  for  the  first  year.  The 
objects  of  the  corporation,  as  stated  in  the  certificate,  were  "  the  manu- 
facturing of  iron  and  steel  and  of  such  articles  as  may  be  used  in  such 
manufacture ;  also  the  mining  and  transporting  of  such  minerals  as 
maybe  used  in  such  manufacture."  The  five  trustees  met  in  New 
York  City  on  the  twentieth  day  of  January,  and  elected  Blair  presi- 
dent and  Smith  secretary  and  treasurer  of  the  company.  At  that 
meeting  Struthers,  one  of  the  trustees,  in  behalf  of  the  firm  of  Blair, 
Foster  &  Struthers,  of  which  firm  he  was  a  member,  submitted  a  writ- 
ten proposition  to  the  company  to  sell  to  it  certain  patents  for  the 
manufacture  of  iron  and  steel  and  certain  works  at  Pittsburgh,  Penn- 
sylvania, for  the  price  of  $2,600,000,  and  to  receive  in  payment  there- 
for the  whole  capital  stock  of  the  company.  The  proposition  also 
contained  this  provision :  "  Of  the  twenty-five  thousand  shares  of 
stock,  however,  so  delivered  to  us  in  payment  for  said  patents  and 
property,  we  agree  to  place  six  thousand  shares  in  the  hands  of  Gen. 
A.  S.  Diven,  as  mutual  trustee  for  us,  the  Blair  Iron  and  Steel  Com- 
pany, and  the  persons  who  may  become  purchasers'  of  said  six  thou- 
sand shares ;  it  being  understood  that  said  shares  may  be  sold  for  $50 
per  share,  one  third  thereof  to  be  paid  down  when  the  whole  of  said 
six  thousand  shares  shall  be  subscribed  for  and  taken,  half  of  which 
first  payment  shall  be  paid  over  by  said  trustee  to  us  when  received 
by  him,  and  the  other  half  to  the  treasurer  for  the  use  of  the  company, 
and  the  whole  amount  of  the  remaining  two  thirds  thereof  shall  be 
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paid  over  by  him,  when  received,  to  the  treasurer,  for  the  use  of  said 
company.  And  we  agree  further  to  transfer  to  said  A.  S.  Diven,  as 
trustee,  three  thousand  of  the  said  twenty-five  thousand  shares,  for  the 
future  use  and  benefit  of  said  company,  and  the  whole  of  the  proceeds 
thereof  when  sold  to  be  paid  and  accounted  for  by  him  to  said  com- 
pany ;  the  trustees  to  direct  the  sale  of  said  three  thousand  shares  at 
such  time  and  on  such  terms  as  they  may  think  best  for  the  interest  of 
the  company."  This  proposition  was,  by  a  resolution  of  the  trustees, 
accepted,  and  a  direction  was  made  that  the  stock  be  issued  to  Blair, 
Poster  &  Struthers,  the  certificates  thereof  to  be  signed  by  the  presi- 
dent and  secretary.  On  the  same  day  a  subscription  paper  was  prepared, 
to  be  signed  by  persons  who  wished  to  subscribe  for  the  six  thousand 
shares  at  fifty  per  cent  of  their  par  value.  That  paper  recited  that  the 
whole  capital  stock  of  the  company  had  been  paid  up  by  the  transfer 
of  the  patents  and  the  works,  and  all  issued  to  Blair,  Foster  &  Struthers, 
who  agreed  to  place  in  the  hands  of  Diven,  as  trustee,  nine  thousand 
shares,  to  be  used  as  working  capital  for  the  company,  excepting 
$50,000  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  which  was  first  to  be  paid  to  them, 
and  that  the  trustees  of  the  company  had  ordered  the  sale  of  six  thou- 
sand shares  at  $50  per  share.  The  defendant  subscribed  this  paper 
for  five  hundred  shares  at  $50  per  share,  and  all  the  six  thousand  shares 
were  subscribed  for  by  the  twelfth  day  of  April,  1873,  when  a  formal 
transfer  of  the  patent  and  works  was  made  to  the  company.  On  that 
day  a  certificate  of  stock  for  twenty-five  thousand  shares  numbered 
"  Zero  "  was  issued  to  Blair,  Foster  &  Struthers,  and  on  the  same  day 
it  was  returned  and  cancelled  and  a  certificate  numbered  "  1 "  for  six 
thousand  shares  and  another  numbered  "  2  "  for  three  thousand  shares 
were  issued  to  Diven  as  trustee,  and  a  certificate  for  the  remaining 
sixteen  thousand  shares  was  issued  to  Blair,  Foster  and  Struthers. 

The  proceeds  of  the  six  thousand  shares  subscribed  for  at  $50  per 
share  were  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  company,  and  out  of  the  same 
$50,000  were  paid  to  Blair,  Foster  &  Struthers,  according  to  the  terms 
of  their  proposition  as  above  set  out. 

Section  10  of  the  act  of  1848  provides  that  all  the  stockholders  of 
every  company  incorporated  under  that  act  "  shall  be  severally  in- 
dividually liable  to  the  creditors  of  the  company  in  which  they  are 
stockholders  to  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  of  stock  held  by  them 
respectively  for  all  debts  and  contracts  made  by  such  company  until  the 
whole  amount  of  capital  stock  fixed  and  limited  by  such  company  shall 
have  been  paid  in";  and  section  14  provides  that  "nothing  but  money 
shall  be  considered  as  payment  of  any  part  of  the  capital  stock."  In 
1853,  by  the  act  chapter  333  of  that  year,  the  act  of  1848  was  amended, 
by  providing  that  the  trustees  of  any  company  formed  under  that  act 
"  may  purchase  mines,  manufactories,  and  other  property  necessary 
for  their  business,  and  issue  stock  to  the  amount  of  the  value  thereof 
in  payment  therefor ;  and  the  stock  so  issued  shall  be  declared  and 
taken  to  be  full  stock  and  not  liable  to  any  further  calls ;  neither  shall 
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the  holders  thereof  be  liable  for  any  further  payments  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  tenth  section  of  the  said  act."  The  claim  of  the  plaintiff 
is  that  the  whole  amount  of  the  capital  stock  was  not  paid  in,  and 
hence  that  the  defendant  is  liable  to  it  under  section  10  above  set  out ; 
and  it  contends  that  it  conclusively  appears  that  Blair,  Foster  & 
Struthers  actually  received  only  sixteen  thousand  shares  of  the  stock 
and  $60,000  in  cash  for  the  property  which  they  transferred  to  the 
company. 

All  the  trustees  who  took  from  Blair,  Foster  &  Struthers  the  trans- 
fer of  the  property  and  caused  the  stock  to  be  issued  to  them,  were 
called  as  witnesses  upon  the  trial,  and  each  testified  that  he  acted  in 
y  good  faith  in  the  transactions  and  believed  the  property  received  was 
worth  the  sum  of  $2,500,000,  and  the  defendant  also  gave  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  trustees  had  good  grounds  for  believing  that 
the  property  was  worth  the  sum  named,  and  that  the  stock  was  issued 
therefor  in  good  faith. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  plaintiff's  counsel  moved 
the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  ground  that  "  the 
capital  stock  of  the  defendant's  corporation  being  fixed  at  tweuty-five 
thousand  shares,  and  sixteen  thousand  shares  having  been  issued  in 
payment  for  property,  and  six  thousand  shares  being  issued  to  cash  sub- 
scribers at  fifty  per  cent  of  their  par,  the  capital  has  never  been  fully 
paid  as  required  by  law."  Defendant's  counsel  moved  the  court  to  direct 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  to  hold  that  there  was  nothing  in  the 
case  which  would  justify  the  jury,  if  the  question  were  submitted  to 
them,  in  finding  that  the  sale  of  the  property  was  made  in  bad  faith, 
or  with  the  intention  to  evade  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  The 
court  denied  both  motions  and  held  that  the  case  should  be  submitted 
to  the  jury  for  them  to  determine  whether  the  receiving  the  property 
and  issuing  the  stock  therefor  was  an  honest  transaction,  consummated 
in  good  faith,  or  whether  it  was  a  scheme  to  evade  the  statute.  In 
charging  the  jury  the  court  said :  "  The  real  question,  therefore,  is 
whether  the  property  was  placed  and  taken  at  a  higher  valuation  with 
a  fraudulent  purpose,  with  the  intent  of  ev-ading  the  provisions  of  the 
statute." 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  court  committed  no  error  in  the  submis- 
sion of  the  case  to  the  jury.  In  Douglass  v.  Ireland,  73  N.  Y.  100,  it 
was  laid  down  as  the  law  in  this  state  that  to  charge  a  holder  of  stock, 
issued  upon  and  for  the  purchase  of  property,  individually  for  the 
debts  of  the  company,  it  is  not  enough  to  prove  that  the  property  was 
purchased  and  paid  for  at  an  overvaluation  through  a  mistake  or  error 
of  judgment  on  the  part  of  the  trustees,  but  that  it  must  be  shown  that 
the  purchase  at  the  price  agreed  upon  was  in  bad  faith  and  to  evade  the 
statute ;  and  that  all  that  is  necessary  to  establish  the  legal  fraud  and 
take  the  stock  issued  out  of  the  immunity  assured  to  stock  honestly  is- 
sued in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  1863  is  to  prove  two  facts  :  (1)  That  the 
stock  issued  exceeded  in  amount  the  value  of  the  property  in  exchange 
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for  which  it  was  issued ;  and  (2)  that  the  trustees  deliherately  and 
with  knowledge  of  the  real  value  of  the  property  overvalued  it,  and 
paid  in  stock  for  it  an  amount  which  they  knew  was  in  excess  of  its 
actual  value.  In  that  case  the  whole  capital  stock  of  the  company, 
three  thousand  shares,  was  issued  for  property  to  one  Horton,  and  he, 
in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  with  the  company,  on  or  about  the  same 
date,  transferred  back  to  the  company  six  hundred  shares,  to  be  sold 
to  pay  the  contract  price  which  Horton  had  agreed  to  pay  for  some  of 
the  very  property  transferred  to  the  company  for  its  stock,  and  also 
one  thousand  shares  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  company  to  raise 
a  working  capital  by  the  sale  of  the  same.  The  question  of  the  value 
of  the  property  received  for  the  stock  was  submitted  to  a  jury,  and 
they  found  it  to  be  $65,000,  and  the  other  questions  in  the  case  were 
decided  by  the  court  and  it  found  that  the  value  of  the  property  was 
so  disproportionate  to  the  nominal  value  of  the  stock  as  to  take  the 
case  out  of  a  sound  discretion  exercised  by  the  trustees ;  that  the  trans- 
action was  a  fraud  upon  the  law  and  could  not  be  upheld  as  a  mistake 
or  innocent  misunderstanding  of  the  value  of  the  property ;  that  the 
capital  had  not  been  paid  in  as  required  by  the  statute,  and  that 
the  defendant  was  therefore  liable.  The  decision  of  the  trial  term 
in  that  case  was  upheld,  not  upon  the  theory  that  as  matter  of 
law  upon  the  facts  proved  the  capital  stock  had  not  been  paid  in,  but 
upon  the  findings  of  fact  that  it  had  not  been  paid  in ;  and  whether 
it  was  paid  in  or  not  was  treated  as  a  question  of  fact  which  was 
found  against  the  defendant.  Afterward  another  action  was  com- 
menced against  the  same  defendant  by  another  plaintiff,  and  upon 
substantially  the  same  evidence  the  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  defendant,  and  the  judgment  entered  thereon  was  affirmed  at 
the  General  Term,  upon  the  ground  that  the  trial  judge  had  substan- 
tially followed  the  case  of  Douglass  v.  Ireland  in  submitting  the  case 
to  the  jury.     {Brockway  v.  Ireland,  61  How.  Pr.  372.) 

In  this  case  the  evidence  was  very  persuasive,  that  the  trustees,  in 
exchanging  the  stock  of  the  company  for  the  property  taken,  were  en- 
deavoring to  evade  and  circumvent  the  law,  but  it  was  not  conclusive. 
Another  view  of  the  evidence  was  possible,  and  that  is,  that  the  parties 
believed  the  property  to  be  worth  $2,500,000,  for  the  uses  and  pur- 
poses of  the  corporation,  and  that  the  trustees  actually  gave  the  entire 
stock  for  it.  The  title  to  the  stock  passed  out  of  the  company,  and 
Blair,  Foster  &  Struthers  could  then  do  with  the  stock  what  they 
pleased,  sell  it,  give  it  away,  or  transfer  a  portion  of  it  to  the  company, 
in  order  that  the  business  of  the  company  might  be  successfully  prose- 
cuted, and  thus  the  sixteen  thousand  shares  of  stock  still  held  by  them 
rendered  more  valuable. 

When  they  transferred  the  nine  thousand  shares  they  made  a  trans- 
fer of  actual  stock  which  had  been  paid  for,  which  belonged  to  them, 
and  which,  but  for  their  agreement  with  the  company,  they  could  hold 
against  it.  The  fact  that  they  were  under  obligation  to  devote  a  portion 
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of  the  stock  received  by  them  to  the  purposes  of  creating,  through  a 
trustee,  a  working  capital  for  the  company,  by  which  they  were  to  be 
benefited  more  than  all  others,  no  more  altered  the  real  nature  of  the 
transaction  than  if  they  had  agreed  to  contribute  a  large  sum  of  money 
toward  the  working  capital  instead  of  stock.  It  could  not  be  said,  as 
matter  of  law,  that  the  property  transferred  for  the  stock  was  not  worth 
the  nominal  value  of  the  stock,  or  that  the  trustees  did  not  believe, 
and  have  reasons  to  believe,  that  it  was,  and  it  could  not  be  said  that 
they  did  not  issue  the  whole  amount  of  the  stock  in  payment  for  the 
property,  because  they  did,  in  form,  so  issue  it.  Whether  the  form 
the  transaction  took  was  a  mere  sham,  intended  as  an  evasion  of  the 
statute,  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  determination  of  the  jury. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  statute  may  thus  easily  be  circumvented  and 
evaded ;  but  the  policy  of  the  law  will  be  preserved  and  enforced  if  all 
the  questions  of  fact  in  such  cases  be  left  to  the  jury  under  principles 
laid  down  in  the  cases  cited. 

If  right  in  the  views  thus  far  expressed,  no  error  was  committed  by 
the  trial  judge  in  his  charge  to  the  jury  and  in  his  refusals  to  charge 
as  requested  by  plaintiff's  counsel. 

The  exceptions  taken  during  the  progress  of  the  trial  to  rulings  upoc 
questions  of  evidence  have  been  carefully  examined  and  considered, 
and  it  is  not  believed  that  any  of  them  point  out  any  error  which  calla 
for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

All  concur,  except  Tract,  J.,  who  does  not  vote. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


SEE,  Eeceivee,  v.  HEPPENHEIMER. 

1905.    69  New  Jersey  Equity,  36. 

The  Columbia  Straw  Paper  Company,  a  New  Jersey  corporation, 
upon  its  organization  in  1892,  purchased  from  one  Emanuel  Stein,  of 
Chicago,  thirty-nine  different  mills  or  plants,  for  the  manufacture  of 
straw  paper  at  a  valuation  of  $6,000,000.  Stein  had  at  or  about 
the  same  time  secured  these  mills  at  an  aggregate  price  of  not  over 
$2,250,000.  The  corporation  became  insolvent,  and  the  creditors, 
through  the  receiver,  sought  to  fasten  a  liability  upon  the  original 
stockholders  (who  had  taken  the  stock  with  notice  of  the  facts  stated 
above),  on  the  ground  that  they  occupied  the  position  of  subscribers 
to  the  capital  stock  who  had  not  paid  their  subscriptions. 

PiTNET,  V.  C,  granted  the  relief  sought.     He  said,  in  part :  — 
No  doubt  each  of  these  investors  really,  and  therefore  in  good  faith, 
hoped  and  expected  that  the  enterprise  would  prove  what  they  called 
a  success ;  that  is,  that  the  bonds  were  entirely  safe,  and  so,  probably. 
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■was  the  preferred  stock,  and  in  like  manner  it  was  hoped  and  expected 
that  the  common  stock  would  receive  periodical  dividends  for  a  period 
of  time  long  enough  at  least  to  enable  some,  if  not  all,  of  it  to  be 
marketed,  or,  to  use  the  apt  phrase  which  has  been  applied  to  such 
transactions,  "  to  be  distributed  to,"  and  later  to  be  "  digested  hy  the 
publie." 

I  am  unable  to  find  that  the  defendants'  belief  and  faith  went  be- 
yond this. 

But  I  am  unwilling  to  adopt  the  notion  that  this  sort  of  good  faith 
is  that  which  is  required  in  order  to  legalize  transactions  like  this 
under  consideration. 

And  here  we  find  the  real  motive  and  reason  which  give  rise  to 
these  infiated  values  and  "  watering"  of  capital  stock.  It  is  the  de- 
sire and  intention  to  sell  shares  in  a  property  owned  by  the  corpora^ 
tion  —  for  that  is  what  capital  stock  represents  —  for  more  than  they 
are  really  worth.  And  therein  lies  the  intrinsically  fraudulent  char- 
acter of  these  transactions. 

I  feel  justified  in  so  characterizing  them,  since  the  overvaluation  of 
the  property  does  not  at  all  or  in  any  manner  increase  its  intrinsic  or 
practical  value,  or  in  the  least  degree  promote  the  real  prosperity  of 
the  enterprise.  A  single  paper  mill  will  turn  out  just  as  much  pro- 
duct capitalized  at  $100,000  as  $200,000,  and  its  rental  value  will  be 
practically  the  same.  The  earnings  and  profit  due  to  good  manage- 
ment and  skillful  handling  of  the  product  will  be  the  same,  and  these 
last  do  not  depend  at  all  upon  the  product-producing  capacity  of 
the  mill.  Finally,  the  division  of  the  profits,  if  any  tliere  be,  among 
the  stockholders  will  be  on  the  same  basis,  and  the  amount  received 
by  each  stockholder  will  be  the  same,  the  only  difference  being  in  the 
percentage  of  the  division,  and  the  market  values  of  the  shares  will 
finally  settle  down  to  the  gauge  of  the  dividends  earned  and  declared. 
But  this  straightforward  mode  of  doing  business  does  not  satisfy 
the  present-day  promoter,  whose  object  in  making  an  overvaluation  is 
twofold. 

First.  To  sell  shares  at  more  than  their  real  value,  and  thereby 
secure  a  profit  immediately  in  hand.  ("Profit"  is'the  word  used  by 
Mr.  Samuel  Untermeyer  in  his  evidence.) 

Second.   To  obtain  mercantile  credit  based  on  a  large  capital. 
A  large  number  of  authorities,  in  apparent  support  of  infiated  values 
for  purposes  of  capitalization,  from  different  states  in  the  union,  were 
cited  by  counsel  for  defendants. 

I  shall  not  stop  at  this  moment  to  discuss  their  value  in  this  state 
and  in  this  connection,  because  I  find  the  law  laid  down  in  this  state, 
under  this  statute,  by  the  couvt  of  errors  and  appeals  in  the  very  re- 
cent case,  cited  by  the  defendants,  of  Donald  v.  American  Smelting 
Co.,  62  N.  J.  Eq.  (17  Dick.)  729.  That  case  arose  under  the  act  of 
1896,  in  which  the  lang^uage  of  the  governing  section  (section  49)  is 
more  liberal  than  the  corresponding  section  of  the  act  governing  the 
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present  case,  in  that  it  has  added  the  words,  "  and  in  the  absence  of 
actual  fraud  in  the  transaction,  the  judgment  of  the  directors  as  to  the 
vahie  of  the  property  purchased  shall  be  conclusive." 

That,  indeed,  was  a  suit  by  a  stockholder  in  a  corporation,  already 
organized  and  engaged  in  its  legitimate  business,  to  restrain  an  issue 
of  stock  in  payment  of  additional  property  to  be  purchased,  but  the 
rule  laid  down  by  the  learned  judge,  who  spoke  for  a  majority  of  the 
court,  applies  with  equal,  and  I  think  greater,  force  to  the  present  case, 
where  creditors  are  asking  for  payment  of  their  just  debts. 

After  quoting  (p.  731)  section  48,  and  a  portion  of  section  49  of  the 
act  of  1896,  he  proceeds :  "  The  meaning  of  section  48  is  not  question- 
able. The  money  must  equal  the  face  value  of  the  stock.  The  lan- 
guage of  section  49  is  even  mote  explicit.  The  corporation  may  issue 
stock  to  the  amount  of  the  value  of  the  property.  The  value  of  the  pro- 
perty in  the  one  case  just  as  the  value  of  the  money  in  the  other  must  at 
least  equal  the  face  value  of  the  stock.  Such  was  the  view  expressed 
for  this  court  by  Mr.  Justice  Depue  in  Wetherlee  v.  Baker,  35  !N".  J. 
Eq,  (8  Stew.)  501,  and  supported  by  abundance  of  authority. 

"  The  distinction  between  the  contemplated  issue  of  corporate  stock 
for  property  and  its  issue  for  money  lies  not  in  the  rule  for  valuation, 
but  in  the  fact  that  different  estimates  may  be  formed  of  the  value 
of  property.  When  such  differences  are  brought  before  judicial  tri- 
bunals, the  judgment  of  those  who  are  by  law  entrusted  with  the 
power  of  issuing  stock  'to  the  amount  of  the  value  of  the  property,' 
and  on  whom,  therefore,  is  placed  the  first  duty  of  valuing  the  pro- 
perty, must  be  accorded  considerable  weight,  but  it  cannot  be  deemed 
conclusive  when  duly  subjected  to  judicial  scrutiny.  Nor  is  it  neces- 
sary that  conscious  overvaluation  or  any  other  form  of  fraudulent  con- 
duct on  the  part  of  these  primary  valuers  should  be  shown  to  justify 
judicial  interposition.  Their  honest  judgment,  if  reached  without  due 
examination  into  the  elements  of  value,  or  if  based  in  part  upon  an  esti- 
mate of  matters  which  really  are  not  property,  or  if  plainly  warped  by 
self-interest,  Tnay  lead  to  a  violation  of  the  statutory  rule  as  surely  as 
would  corrupt  motive. 

"  The  cases  in  this  state  to  which  we  are  referred  (citing  cases)  in  sup- 
port of  the  proposition  that  the  honest  judgment  of  the  managers  of  a 
corporation,  with  respect  to  matters  intra  vires,  cannot  be  disturbed 
at  the  instance  of  stockholders,  all  relate  to  transactions  for  which 
the  legislature  has  set  up  no  other  criterion  than  the  discretion  of 
those  managers.  But  the  original  issue  of  corporate  stock  is  a  special 
function,  in  the  exercise  of  which  the  legislature  has  fixed  the  stand- 
ard to  be  observed,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  courts,  so  far  as  their  juris- 
diction extends,  to  see  that  this  standard  is  not  violated,  either  inten- 
tionally or  unintentionally." 

This  language,  as  I  understand  it,  contains  the  very  ratio  decidendi 
of  the  case  then  under  consideration,  and  is,  therefore,  binding  on  me, 
even  if  I  did  not  concur  in  it,  which  I  do  most  heartily. 
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The  intention  of  the  legislature  expressed  in  these  sections  in  ques- 
tion, in  my  judgment,  manifestly  was,  that  the  capital  stock  of  all  cor- 
porations should  at  the  start  represent  the  same  value  whether  paid 
for  in  property  or  money.  That  result  can  only  be  obtained  by  sup- 
posing that  the  property  is  to  be  appraised  at  its  actual  cash  value, 
precisely  as  if  a  board  of  directors  with  the  whole  capital  stock  actu- 
ally paid  in  cash  is  dealing  at  actual "  arms'-length  "  as  real  purchasers 
with  the  owner  of  property  proposed  to  be  purchased  as  a  real  vendor 
without  any  interest  in  the  directors  to  overvalue  the  property  or  other 
interests  inconsistent  with  the  real  interest  of  the  stockholders  as  such. 

I  say  "  at  the  start,"  because  we  all  know  that  property  purchased 
in  good  faith  for  cash  is  liable  afterwards  to  depreciate  in  value  owing 
to  circumstances  not  foreseen  at  the  time  of  its  purchase. 

After  all,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  true  test,  under  this  statute,  as 
applied  to  the  case  here  in  hand,  is  this  :  if  the  company  actually  had 
to  its  credit  in  the  bank  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  would  it  have  been 
willing  to  have  paid  that  price  in  cash  for  the  property  in  question 
for  the  uses  and  purposes  to  which  it  proposed  to  devote  it ;  would 
the  property  be  worth  that  sum  in  cash  to  the  company  ? 

Any  less  severe  test  will,  it  seems  to  me,  fail  to  satisfy  the  letter 
and  spirit  of  the  two  sections  of  the  act  before  recited,  which  seem  to 
me  clearly  to  require  that  the  shares  of  capital  stock  of  any  company 
organized  under  the  act  in  force  when  this  company  was  organized 
should  be  of  equal  value  whether  paid  for  in  cash  or  property  pur- 
chased.' 

1  See  an  article  in  22  Harvard  Late  Review,  319,  by  George  W.  Wickersham,  Attorney- 
General  of  the  United  States,  in  the  course  of  which  the  author  says:  —  ' 

"In  the  case  of  corporations  operating  public  utilities,  the  public  has  undoubtedly  a 
legitimate  interest  in  the  amount  of  capital  stoclc  which  maj'  be  issued,  and  the  value  placed 
by  the  organizers  upon  property  acquired  as  a  basis  for  stock  issue,  because  the  reasonable- 
ness of  rates  charged  the  public  for  the  use  of  the  utilities  operated  may  depend  to  some 
extent  upon  the  actual  amount  of  legitimate  capital  invested  in  the  enterprise,  and  on  which 
the  corporation  has  concededly  the  right  to  earn  a  fair  return. 

"But,  a  priori,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  reason  why  the  incorporators  of  an  ordinary 
tradnig  or  business  corporation  should  not  ascribe  any  value  they  please  to  propertj'  with 
which  they  propose  to  engage  in  business,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  amount  of  the  capi- 
tal stock,  nor  whj'  they  should  not  give  an  interest  in  that  capital  b}-  the  issue  of  certifi- 
cates representing  shares  therein  to  those  who  may  have  promoted  or  brought  about  the 
organization,  so  long  as  they  do  not  deceive  the  public  or  those  who  may  have  to  deal  with 
the  company,  either  by  misrepresentation  or  suppression  of  the  facts." 


614  TISDALE    V.    HAKSiS. 


CHAPTER  II. 

TRANSFER. 


TISDALE  V.  HAEEIS. 

1838.    20  Pickering  (M<m.),  9. 

Assumpsit  on  an  oral  agreement  of  the  defendant,  to  sell  to  the 
plaintiff  two  hundred  shares,  with  all  the  earnings  thereon,  in  a  0©n- 
necticut  corporation. 

Verdict  for  plaintiff.  Motion  to  set  aside  verdict.  One  ground  of 
the  motion  was,  because  the  contract  set  up  was  within  the  statute  of 
frauds. 

Bartlett  and  F.  C.  Loring,  for  the  motion. 

C.  P.  Curtis,  and  B.  R.  Curtis,  contra. 

Shaw,  C.  J.  [After  deciding  another  question.]  But  by  far  the 
most  important  question  in  the  case,  arises  on  the  objection,  that  the 
case  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds.  This  statute,  whicli  is  copied  pre- 
cisely from  the  English  statute,  is  as  follows :  "  No  contract  for  the 
sale  of  goods,  wares  or  merchandise  for  the  price  of  ten  pounds  ($33.33) 
or  more,  shall  be  allowed  to  be  good,  except  the  purchaser  shall  accept 
part  of  the  goods  so  sold,  and  actually  receive  the  same  or  give  some- 
thing in  earnest  to  bind  the  bargain,  or  in  part  payment,  or  that  some 
note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  said  bargain,  he  made  and  signed 
by  the  parties  to  be  charged  by  such  contract,  or  their  agent,  thereunto 
lawfully  authorized." 

This  being  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  shares  in  an  incorporated  com- 
pany in  a  neighboring  State,  for  the  price  of  more  than  ten  pounds,  and 
no  part  having  been  delivered,  and  no  purchase  money  or  earnest  paid, 
the  question  is,  whether  it  can  be  allowed  to  be  good,  without  a  note  or 
memorandum  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  with  it. 
This  depends  upon  the  question,  whether  such  shares  are  goods,  wares 
or  merchandise  within  the  true  meaning  of  the  statute. 

It  is  somewhat  remarkable  that  this  question,  arising  on  the  St.  29 
Calr.  2,  in  the  same  terms,  which  ours  has  copied,  has  not  been  defini- 
tively settled  in  England.  In  the  case  of  Pickering  v.  Appleby,  Com. 
Rep.  354,  the  case  was  directly  and  fully  argued,  before  the  twelve 
judges,  who  were  equally  divided  upon  it.  But  in  several  other  cases 
afterwards  determined  in  Chancery,  the  better  opinion  seemed  to  be, 
that  shares  in  incorporated  companies,  were  within  the  statute,  as  goods 
or  merchandise.  Mussell  v.  Cooke,  Prec.  in  Ch.  533  ;  CruU  v.  Dodson, 
Sel.  Gas.  in  Ch.  41. 
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We  are  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that  the  weight  of  authorities,  in  mod- 
<srn  times,  is,  that  contracts  for  the  sale  of  stocks  and  shares  in  incor- 
porated companies,  for  more  than  ten  pounds,  are  not  valid,  unless 
there  has  been  a  note  or  memorandum  in  writing,  or  earnest  or  part 
payment.  4  Wheaton,  89,  note ;  3  Starkie  on  Evid.  4th  Amer.  Edit. 
608. 

Supposing  this  a  new  question  now  for  the  first  time  calling  for  a 
construction  of  the  statute,  the  Court  are  of  opinion  that  as  well  by 
its  terms,  as  its  general  policy,  stocks  are  fairly  within  its  operation. 
The  words  "goods"  and  "  merchandise,"  are  both  of  very  large  sig- 
nification. Bona,  as  used  in  the  civil  law,  is  almost  as  extensive  as 
personal  property  itself,  and  in  many  respects  it  has  nearly  as  large  a 
signification  in  the  common  law.  The  word  "merchandise"  also,  in- 
cluding in  general  objects  of  traffic  and  commerce,  is  broad  enough  to 
include  stocks  or  shares  in  incorporated  companies. 

There  are  many  cases  indeed  in  which  it  has  been  held  in  England, 
that  buying  and  selling  stocks  did  not  subject  a  person  to  the  operation 
of  the  bankrupt  laws,  and  thence  it  has  been  argued  that  thoy  cannot 
be  considered  as  merchandise,  because  bankruptcy  extends  to  persons 
using  the  trade  of  merchandise.  But  it  must  be  recollected  that  the 
bankrupt  acts  were  deemed  to  be  highly  penal,  and  coercive;  and 
tended  to  deprive  a  man  in  trade  of  all  his  property.  But  most  joint 
stock  companies  were  founded  on  the  hypothesis  at  least,  that  most  of 
the  shareholders  took  shares  as  an  investment  and  not  as  an  object  of 
traffic ;  and  the  construction  in  question  onl3-  decided,  that  by  taking 
and  holding  such  shares  merely  as  an  investment,  a  man  should  not  be 
deemed  a  merchant  so  as  to  subject  himself  to  the  highly  coercive  pro- 
cess of  the  bankrupt  laws.  These  cases,  therefore,  do  not  bear  much 
on  the  general  question. 

The  main  argument  relied  upon,  by  those  who  contend  that  shares 
are  not  within  the  statute,  is  this.  That  statute  provides  that  such  con- 
tract shall  not  be  good  &c.,  among  other  things,  except  the  purchaser 
shall  accept  part  of  the  goods.  From  this  it  is  argued,  that  by  neces- 
sary implication,  the  statute  applies  onlj-  to  goods,  of  which  part  may 
be  delivered.  This  seems  however  to  be  rather  a  narrow  and  forced 
construction.  The  provision  is  general,  that  no  contract  for  the  sale 
of  goods  &c.  shall  be  allowed  to  be  good.  The  exception  is,  when  part 
are  delivered  ;  but  if  part  cannot  be  delivered,  then  the  exception  can- 
not exist  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  general  prohibition.  The  provision 
extended  to  a  great  variety  of  objects,  and  the  exception  may  well  be 
construed  to  applj-  onh'  to  such  of  those  objects  to  which  it  is  appli- 
cable, without  affecting  others,  to  which  from  their  nature  it  cannot 
apply.      . 

There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  stocks,  or  shares  in  companies,  which 
in  reason  or  sound  policy  should  exempt  contracts  in  respect  to  them 
from  those  reasonable  restrictions,  designed  by  the  statute  to  prevent 
frauds  in  the  sale  of  other  commodities.    On  the  contrary,  these  com- 
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panies  have  become  so  nnmeroiis,  so  large  an  amount  of  the  propertj'  of 
tlie  commiiDiU-  is  now  invested  in  them,  and  as  the  ordinary  indicia  of 
property,  arising  from  delivery  and  possession,  cannot  take  place,  there 
seems  to  he  peculiar  reason  for  extending  the  provisions  of  this  statute 
to  tiiem.  As  the}-  may  properly  be  inclnded  under  the  term  goods,  as 
they  are  within  the  reason  and  policy  of  the  act,  the  Court  are  of 
opinion,  that  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  shares,  in  the  absence  of  the 
other  requisites,  must  be  proved  by  some  note  or  memorandum  in  writ- 
ing ;  and  as  there  was  no  such  memorandum  in  writing,  in  the  present 
case,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  maintain  this  action.  As  to  the  argu- 
ment, tliat  here  was  a  part  performance,  by  a  payment  of  the  money  on 
one  sidp.  and  tlie  delivery  of  the  certificate  on  the  other,  these  acts  took 
place  after  this  action  was  brought,  and  cannot  therefore  be  relied  upon 
to  show  a  cause  of  action  when  the  action  was  commenced. 

Verdict  set  aside  and  plaintiff  nonsuit. 


SAKGENT  V.  FEANKLIN  INSTJEANCE  COMPANY. 

1829.    8  Pickering  (Massachusetts),  90. 

This  was  assumpsit  to  recover  damages  of  the  defendants  for  re- 
fusing to  transfer  to  the  plaintiffs  (copartners),  on  the  books  of  the 
company,  and  deliver  to  them  a  certificate  of  twenty-five  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  standing  in  the  names  of  Adams  & 
Amory,  and  alleged  to  have  been  assigned  by  them  to  the  plaintiffs. 
Adams  &  Amory  had  held  a  certificate  of  these  shares,  dated  Febru- 
ary 10,  1824,  and  made  an  instrument  of  assignment  of  the  same  to 
the  plaintiffs,  dated  May  24, 1826.  On  the  next  day,  May  25th,  before 
12  o'clock,  and  during  business  hours,  Brooks,  one  of  the  plaintiffs, 
called  at  the  office  of  the  company,  and,  the  president  of  the  company 
being  absent,  exhibited  to  the  secretary  the  instrument  of  assignment 
with  the  power  of  attorney  from  the  assignors  to  the  assignees,  em- 
powering them  to  make  a  transfer  of  the  shares  on  the  company's 
books,  and  demanded  certificates  to  be  issued  in  the  names  of  the 
assignees,  offering,  at  the  same  time,  to  surrender  the  certificates  of 
Adams  &  Amory.  The  secretary  read  the  assignment  and  power,  but 
declined  doing  anything  in  the  matter,  saying  it  was  the  president's 
business. 

On  the  same  day,  May  25th,  at  12  o'clock,  the  defendants  caused 
the  same  shares  to  be  attached,  at  their  own  suit  against  Adams  & 
Amory.  On  the  9th  of  June  and  the  19th  of  October  following,  the 
defendants  caused  the  same  shares  to  be  attached  a  second  and  a 
third  time  in  other  suits  commenced  by  them  against  Adams  &  Amory 
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on  two  other  demands  which  had  respectively  become  due  at  those 
times.  Judgment  was  recovered  in  all  these  suits  and  executions 
issued,  on  which  all  these  shares  were  successively  sold,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds paid  over  to  the  company  in  satisfaction  of  the  demands  against 
Adams  &  Amory. 

The  by-laws  of  the  company  make  it  the  duty  of  the  president  "  to 
attend  at  the  company's  office,  during  the  hours  of  business,"  to  dis- 
charge the  various  duties  of  his  office.  Certificates  of  stock  are 
required  by  the  by-laws,  to  be  authenticated  by  the  president,  and  it 
is  made  one  of  the  duties  of  the  secretary,  "  to  attest  all  certificates 
and  transfer  of  stock."  The  certificates  bore  upon  the  face  of  them, 
that  they  were  "  transferable  only  at  the  office  of  said  company,  by 
[the  holders]  or  their  attorney." 

The  plaintiffs,  in  their  first  count,  demanded  damages  on  account 
of  the  shares  not  having  been  transferred  to  them  on  the  books  of  the 
company,  according  to  the  assignment ;  and  in  the  second  count,  they 
claimed  the  dividends  that  had  accrued  upon  the  shares. 

Putnam,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  We  think  it  can- 
not be  maintained  that  the  right  to  the  shares  in  the  capital  stock  of 
this  corporation  cannot  be  transferred  without  a  literal  compliance 
with  the  by-laws.  It  is  personal  property.  3  Dane's  Abr.  108 ;  5 
Dane's  Abr.  157.  It  might  be  conveyed  by  will ;  it  might  descend 
from  an  intestate  to  his  heir.  It  may  be  assigned  without  deed,  by  a 
delivery  of  the  certificate  with  an  indorsement  upon  it  for  a  valuable 
consideration.  Quiner  v.  Marhlehead  Ins.  Co.,  10  Mass.  K.  476.  And 
in  such  cases  the  legatee,  heir,  or  assignee  would  be  entitled  to  have 
the  transfer  made  in  the  books,  and  to  a  certificate  of  his  property. 
A  by-law  which  limits  the  transfer  of  the  stock  to  be  made  only  at  the 
office  personally  or  by  attorney,  and  with  the  assent  of  the  president, 
would  be  in  restraint  of  trade  and  contrary  to  the  general  law  of  the 
Commonwealth,  which  permits  the  right  to  personal  property  and  in- 
corporeal hereditaments  to  be.  transferred  in  various  other  ways.  The 
purchaser  or  other  person  entitled  should  make  his  right  known  to 
the  corporation,  that  it  may  be  entered  upon  their  books ;  to  the  end 
that  it  may  have  proper  evidence  to  whom  the  dividends  or  profits 
should  be  paid. 
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OTTUMWA  SCEEEN  CO.  v.  STODGHILL,  Sheriff. 

1897.    103  Iowa,  437.1 

Action  in  Equity,  to  restrain  the  defendant  sheriff  from  selling 
certain  shares  of  stock.  As  to  certain  of  the  shares  in  controversy, 
the  District  Court  found  for  the  defendants  ;  and,  as  to  these  shares, 
the  temporary  injunction  was  dissolved,  and  a  special  execution 
ordered  to  issue  for  their  sale.    Plaintiffs  appealed. 

W.  S.  Coen,  for  appellants. 

Morris  &  Lowenberff,  for  appellees. 

KiNNE,  C.  J.  I.  It  appears  from  the  record  that  one  Antrobus 
owned  certificates  of  stock  in  the  plaintiff  company  embracing  eleven 
shares,  and  that  the  same  were  assigned  in  writing  to  one  Thayer,  and 
were  by  him  deposited  with  the  secretary  of  the  company  ;  that  the 
Ottumwa  Screen  &  Construction  Company  held  a  certificate  for  five 
shares  of  stock  in  plaintiff  company,  which,  when  issued,  was  by  the 
holder  deposited  with  plaintiff  company,  under  an  oral  assignment, 
as  collateral  security  for  two  notes  which  had  been  signed  by  the 
Ottumwa  Screen  &  Construction  Company,  E.  B.  Jones  and  J.  H.  An- 
trobus. Other  certificates  are  referred  to  in  the  record.  As,  however, 
the  court  found  in  plaintiffs'  favor  as  to  them,  they  need  no  further 
consideration.  Fair,  Williams  &  Co.,  having  a  judgment  in  their 
favor  as  plaintiffs,  and  against  the  Ottumwa  Screen  &  Construction 
Company  as  defendants,  caused  an  execution  to  issue  thereon,  and  a 
levy  thereunder  to  be  made  by  the  sheriff  upon  the  shares  of  stock 
before  mentioned.  Plaintiffs  claim  that  before  the  sheriff  made  the 
levy  he  had  actual  notice  that  the  stock  had  been  transferred  as  before 
stated.  As  to  this  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  though  we  think  it  pre- 
ponderates in  favor  of  plaintiffs'  contention.  No  entry  had  been  made 
of  the  transfer  of  said  shares  on  the  books  of  the  company  prior  to 
the  completion  of  said  levy.  It  appears  that  when  the  shares  were 
transferred  they  were  deposited  with  the  secretary  of  plaintiff  com- 
pany,  where  they  had  remained  until  levied  upon ;  that  where  the 
assignment  was  in  writing,  it  was  attached  to  the  certificate,  and  in 
case  of  oral  transfer  the  company  was  also  notified  of  it.  Each  of  the 
certificates  of  stock  contained  this  provision :  "  Transferable  only  on 
the  books  of  said  company,  in  person  or  by  attorney,  on  surrender 
of  this  certificate."  Plaintiffs  claim  that  the  transfers  were  made  in 
substantial  conformity  to  the  statute,  and  that  they  were  as  effectual 
as  if  entered  upon  the  books  of  the  company.  It  is  also  said  that,  as 
the  officer  making  the  levy  had  actual  notice  of  the  transfer  before 
said  levy,  the  object  of  the  statute  was  accomplished,  and  the  creditor 
acquired  no  lien  thereon  superior  to  plaintiffs'  lien.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  insisted  that  the  statute  provides  that,  except  as  between 
1  Statement  abridged.  —  Ed. 
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the  parties,  a  transfer  of  shares  not  entered  on  the  books  of  the  com- , 
pany  is  invalid.  The  statute  reads  :  "  The  transfer  of  shares  is  not 
valid,  except  as  between  the  parties  thereto,  until  it  is  regularly  en- 
tered on  the  books  of  the  company,  so  as  to  show  the  name  of  the 
person  by  and  to  whom  transferred,  the  numbers  or  other  designation 
of  the  shares  and  the  date  of  the  transfer.  .  .  .  The  books  of  the 
company  must  be  so  kept  as  to  show  intelligibly  the  original  stock- 
holders, their  respective  interests,  the  amount  paid  on  their  shares, 
and  all  transfers  thereof.  .  .  ."  Code  1873,  section  1078.  The  ques- 
tion before  us  is  :  Will  a  transfer  made  in  any  other  way  than  that  pro- 
vided in  the  statute  be  effectual  to  transfer  the  shares  as  against  a 
creditor  of  the  transferor  who  has  actual  notice  of  such  transfer  ? 
While  this  court  has  held  that  a  transfer  of  shares  not  entered  on  the 
books  of  the  company  will  not  be  valid  as  against  an  attaching  cred- 
itor who  has  no  actual  notice  of  such  transfer,  the  effect  of  actual  no- 
tice in  case  it  exists,  has  not  been  determined.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Bata- 
vian  Bank,  71  Iowa,  270.  In  that  case,  in  discussing  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  it  was  incidentally  said :  "  If  attaching  creditors  of  the 
transferor  had  knowledge  of  the  transfer,  it  may  be  that  a  court  of 
equity  would  protect  the  transferee's  rights.  It  has  frequently  been 
so  held,  but  that  question  is  not  before  us."  We  think  the  statute 
should  be  construed  to  mean  just  what  it  says.  We  are  not  author- 
ized to  insert  another  exception  in  the  statute,  which,  in  effect,  we 
must  do  if  we  hold  that  the  attachment  lien  is  not  superior  to  the 
claims  of  .plaintiffs.  Plaintiffs  construe  the  statute  as  if  it  read : 
"  The  transfer  of  shares  is  not  valid  except  as  between  the  parties 
thereto,  and  except  as  between  the  transferee  and  an  attaching  cred- 
itor of  the  transferor  who  has  actual  notice  of  the  transfer."  That 
would  be  ingrafting  upon  the  statute  an  exception  it  does  not  contain. 
The  holding  in  the  ease  just  cited  is  followed  in  Moore  v.  Opera  House 
Co.,  81  Iowa,  45.  The  case  of  Bank  v.  Haney,  87  Iowa,  106,  relied 
upon  by  appellants,  does  not  involve  a  transfer  of  stock,  and  has  no 
application  to  the  question  here  presented.  The  precise  question  before 
us  was  determined  in  the  case  of  Bank  v.  Hastings,  7  Colo.  App.  129 
(42  Pac.  Eep.  691).  The  statute  of  that  state  provides  that  "  no 
transfer  of  stock  shall  be  valid  for  any  purpose,  except  to  render  the 
person  to  whom  it  shall  be  transferred  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  com- 
pany, unless  it  shall  have  been  entered  in  the  proper  book  of  the 
company  within  sixty  days  from  the  date  of  the  transfer,  by  an  entry 
showing  to  and  from  whom  it  was  transferred."  General  Statute,  sec- 
tion 269.  It  was  held  that  the  requirement  of  the  statute  was  abso- 
lute, and  that  the  actual  notice  or  knowledge  of  a  creditor  that  a 
transfer  had  been  made  before  his  levy  amounted  only  to  knowledge 
that  the  transferees  had,  by  their  neglect  to  have  the  transfer  entered 
upon  the  proper  books,  lost  their  right  to  the  stock,  and  that  it  belonged 
to  their  transferor,  and  was  subject  to  attachment  at  the  suit  of  his 
creditors.    Now,  the  right  of  an  attachment  or  execution  creditor  to 
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take  shares  appearing  in  his  debtor's  name  upon  the  company's  books 
is  derived  from  the  act  of  the  legislature,  and  we  do  not  discover  upon 
what  principle  courts  can  deprive  a  creditor  of  such  right  simply 
because  he  or  the  sheriff  had  actual  notice  of  a  transfer  of  the  stock 
before  the  levy  was  made,  when  no  such  exception  is  to  be  found  in  the 
statute.  1  Morawetz,  Corporations,  section  199.  Under  statutes  in 
effect  like  ours  it  has  often  been  held  that  all  transfers  not  entered  on 
the  books  of  the  corporation  are  absolutely  void,  not  because  they 
were  without  notice,  but  because  made  so  by  statute.  In  re  Murphy, 
61  Wis.  519  (8  E".  W.  Rep.  419)  ;  Bank  v.  Cutler,  49  Me.  315  ;  Weston 
V.  Mining  Co.,  5  Cal.  186 ;  Bank  v.  Folsom,  7  N.  M.  611  (38  Pac.  Rep. 
253).  The  statute  provides  that  a  transfer  of  stock  shall  not  be  valid, 
as  to  third  parties,  until  it  is  regularly  entered  on  the  books  of  the 
company.  Its  language  is  explicit.  It  points  out  just  what  must  be 
done  to  protect  the  purchaser  of  stock  in  his  holding  as  against  the 
claim  of  creditors  of  the  seller.  Its  meaning  is  obvious,  and  no  argu- 
ment is  needed  to  show  the  wisdom  of  its  provisions.  What  might 
be  the  rule  in  ease  a  transferee  had  exhausted  all  reasonable  means  in 
attempting  to  procure  the  officers  of  a  corporation  to  make  the  proper 
entries  of  a  transfer  on  their  books,  and  they  had  failed  and  refused  so 
to  do,  we  need  not  determine,  as  no  such  case  is  before  us.  The  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  requiring  an  entry  in  the  books  of  the  company 
is  imperative,  and  in  no  wise  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  creditor 
seeking  to  obtain  a  lien  upon  the  stock,  or  the  officer  holding  the  pro- 
cess, may  have  actual  notice  of  the  transfer  before  the  levy  is  made. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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[1901.]    1  Chancery,  279. 

The  articles  of  association  of  the  defendant  contained  provisions 
restraining  the  free  alienation  of  shares ;  and  the  legality  of  these 
provisions  was  in  question. 

Article  49  provided  that  no  share  should,  save  as  therein  provided, 
be  transferred  to  any  person  not  being  a  manager  or  assistant,  so  long 
as  any  manager  or  assistant  should  be  willing  to  purchase  the  same 
at  the  fair  value.  "Managers  or  assistants"  were  defined  by  the 
articles  to  be  persons  receiving  remuneration  from  the  company  for 
managing  or  assisting  to  manage  the  business  of  the  company  at 
home  or  abroad  otherwise  than  as  a  director  only  (but  including  a 
director  also  acting  as  manager  or  managing  director). 

By  art.  50,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  any  manager  or  assistant 
was  willing  to  purchase  a  share,  the  proposing  transferor  was  to  give  a 
transfer  notice  to  the  company,  specifying  the  sum  which  he  fixed  as 
the  fair  value,  and  such  transfer  notice  was  to  constitute  the  com- 
pany the  transferor's  agent  for  the  sale  of  the  share  to  any  manager  or 
assistant  at  the  price  so  fixed. 

Art.  52  provided  that  if  the  company  should,  within  fourteen  clear 
days  after  being  served  with  such  transfer  notice,  find  a  manager  or 
assistant  willing  to  purchase  at  the  price  aforesaid  any  share  com- 
prised in  the  transfer  notice,  and  should  give  notice  thereof  to  the 
intending  transferor,  he  should  be  bound,  on  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money,  to  transfer  such  share. 

Art.  67  provided  that  on  any  manager  or  assistant  ceasing  to  be  such, 
or  on  his  death  or  bankruptcy,  he  must,  on  receiving  certain  notice, 
transfer  his  shares. 

Art.  58  provided  that  in  every  case  where  ordinary  shares  were 
held  by  a  person  not  being  a  manager  or  assistant,  the  directors  might 
at  any  time  give  to  such  person  notice  requiring  him  forthwith  to 
transfer  all  or  any  of  such  shares,  and  unless  within  fourteen  days 
afterwards  he  should  give  a  transfer  notice  in  respect  thereof,  he 
should  be  deemed  to  have  given  such  notice  in  accordance  with  the 
articles,  and  to  have  specified  the  par  value  as  defined  by  art.  53  as 
the  fair  value  of  the  shares,  and  the  subsequent  proceedings  might  be 
taken  on  that  footing. 

Farwell,  J.  It  is  said  that  the  provisions  of  these  articles  compel 
a  man  at  any  time  during  the  continuance  of  this  company  to  sell  his 
shares  to  particular  persons  at  a  particular  price  to  be  ascertained  in. 
the  manner  prescribed  in  the  articles.  Two  arguments  have  been 
founded  on  that.  It  is  said,  first  of  all,  that  such  provisions  are  re- 
pugnant to  absolute  ownership.  It  is  said,  further,  that  they  tend  to 
perpetuity.    They  are  likened  to  the  case  of  a  settlor  or  testator  who 
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settles  or  gives  a  sum  of  money  subject  to  executory  limitations 
which  are  to  arise  in  the  future,  interpreting  the  articles  as  if  they 
provided  that  if  at  any  time  hereafter,  during  centuries  to  come,  the 
company  should  desire  the  shares  of  a  particular  person,  not  being  a 
manager  or  assistant,  he  must  sell  them.  To  my  mind  that  is  apply- 
ing to  company  law  a  principle  which  is  wholly  inapplicable  thereto. 
It  is  the  first  time  that  any  such  suggestion  has  been  made,  and  it 
rests,  I  think,  on  a  misconception  of  what  a  share  in  a  company  really 
is.  A  share,  according  to  the  plaintiff's  argument,  is  a  sum  of  money 
which  is  dealt  with  in  a  particular  manner  by  what  are  called  for  the 
purpose  of  argument  executory  limitations.  To  my  mind  it  is  nothing 
of  the  sort.  A  share  is  the  interest  of  a  shareholder  in  the  company 
measured  by  a  sum  of  money,  for  the  purpose  of  liability  in  the  first 
place,  and  of  interest  in  the  second,  but  also  consisting  of  a  series  of 
mutual  covenants  entered  into  by  all  the  shareholders  inter  se  in  ac- 
cordance with  s.  16  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862.  The  contract  con- 
tained in  the  articles  of  association  is  one  of  the  original  incidents  of 
the  share.  A  share  is  not  a  sum  of  money  settled  in  the  way  sug- 
gested, but  is  an  interest  measured  by  a  sum  of  money  and  made  up 
of  various  rights  contained  in  the  contract,  including  the  right  to  a 
sum  of  money  of  a  more  or  less  amount.  That  view  seems  to  me  to  be 
supported  by  the  authority  of  Hfew  London  and  Brazilian  Bank  v. 
Brocklebank}  That  was  a  case  in  which  trustees  bought  shares  in  a 
company  whose  articles  provided  "  that  the  company  should  have  a 
first  and  paramount  charge  on  the  shares  of  any  shareholder  for  all 
moneys  owing  to  the  company  from  him  alone  or  jointly  with  any 
other  person,  and  that  when  a  share  was  held  by  more  persons  than 
one  the  company  should  have  a  like  lien  and  charge  thereon  in  respect 
of  all  moneys  so  owing  to  them  from  all  or  any  of  the  holders  thereof 
alone  or  jointly  with  any  other  person."  One  of  the  trustees  was  a 
partner  in  a  firm  which  afterwards  went  into  liquidation,  at  a  time  at 
which  it  owed  the  company  a  debt  which  had  arisen  long  after  the 
registration  of  the  shares  in  the  names  of  the  trustees.  It  was  held 
that  the  shares  were  subject  to  the  liens  mentioned  for  the  benefit  of 
the  company,  notwithstanding  the  interest  of  the  cestuis  que  trust 
which  was  said  to  be  paramount.  If  there  had  been  any  substance 
in  the  suggestion  now  made,  namely,  that  the  right  to  the  lien  was 
the  right  to  an  executory  lien  arising  from  time  to  time  as  the  neces- 
sity for  it  arose,  it  might  have  been  put  forward  in  that  case  ;  but  the 
decision  was  based  on  a  ground  inconsistent  with  any  such  conten- 
tion, namely,  that  the  shares  were  subjected  to  this  particular  lien  in 
their  inception  and  as  one  of  their  incidents.  Jesell,  M.  E.,  likened  it 
to  the  case  of  a  lease.  Holker,  L.  J.,  said : '  "It  seems  to  me  that 
the  shares  having  been  purchased  on  those  terms  and  conditions,  it 
is  impossible  for  the  cestuis  que  trust  to  say  that  those  terms  and 
conditions  are  not  to  be  observed." 

1  21  Ch.  D.  302.  «  81  Ch.  D.  308. 
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Thea  it  is  said  tliat  this  is  contrary  to  the  rule  against  perpetuity. 
Now,  in  my  opinion  the  rule  against  perpetuity  has  no  application 
whatever  to  personal  contracts.  If  authority  is  necessary  for  that, 
the  case  of  Witham  v.  Vane  ^  is  a  direct  authority  of  the  House  of 
Lords  ;  and  to  my  mind  an  even  stronger  case  is  that  of  Walsh  v.  Sec- 
retary of  State  for  India?  A  stronger  instance  of  the  unlimited  extent 
of  personal  liability  could  hardly  be  cited ;  the  Old  East  India  Com- 
pany in  1760,  or  thereabouts,  entered  into  a  covenant  with  the  first 
Lord  Clive,  that  in  the  event  of  the  company  ceasing  to  be  the  pos- 
sessors of  the  Bengal  territories  they  would  repay  to  Lord  Clive,  his 
executors  or  administrators,  a  sum  of  about  eight  lacs  of  rupees, 
which  had  been  transferred  to  them  for  certain  particular  purposes. 
The  actual  event  did  not  happen  till  nearly  a  century  later  ;  and,  as 
Lord  Selborne  pointed  out  in  Witham  v.  Vane,^  the  question  of  perpe- 
tuity was  put  forward  tentatively  in  argument  in  the  House  of  Lords ; 
but  Lord  Cairns  with  his  usual  discretion  did  not  press  it. 


EAST  BIRMINGHAM  LAND   CO.  v.  DENNIS. 

1888.     85  Alabama,  565.» 

Appeal  from  the  City  CQurt  of  Birmingham,  in  equity. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  H.  A.  Sharpe. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  13th  April,  1888,  by  J.  F. 
Dennis,  against  J.  P.  Mudd,  and  the  East  Birmingham  Land  Companj-, 
a  private  corporation  ;  and  sought  to  compel  the  transfer,  on  the  books 
of  the  corporation,  of  a  certificate  for  ten  shares  of  stock,  of  which  the 
complainant  claimed  to  be  the  owner,  and  to  compel  the  delivery  of  the 
certificate  to  him  by  said  Mudd,  who  had  possession  of  it  under  claim 
of  ownership.  The  certificate  was  issued  in  the  name  of  A.  R.  Dear- 
born, and  was  indorsed  by  him  in  blank.  The  complainant  claimed 
that  he  had  bought  tlie  certificate,  with  the  blank  indorsement  thereon, 
from  a  holder  who  had  acquired  it  by  purchase  from  said  Dearborn ; 
and  that  it  was  lost  by  him,  or  stolen  from  him,  witliout  fault  on  his 
part.  Mudd  purchased  the  certificate,  for  full  value,  from  Wilson, 
Sage  &  Clark,  stock-brokers  in  Birmingham  ;  and  while  denying  com- 
plainant's ownership,  claimed  that  he  acquired  a  good  title  by  the  cus- 
tom and  usage  of  brokers  and  merchants  in  Birmingham.  A  decree 
pro  confesso  was  taken  against  the  corporation.  On  final  hearing,  on 
pleadings  and  proof,  the  court  rendered  a  decree  for  the  complainant ; 
and  this  decree  is  now  assigned  as  error,  by  each  of  the  defendants 
separately. 

1  Challis  on  Real  Property,  2d  ed.,  App.  V,  p.  401.  » 10  H.  L  C.  367. 

'  Citations  of  counsel  omitted. — Ed. 
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SoMERviLLE,  J.  We  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  judge 
of  the  City  Court,  that  the  appellee,  Dennis,  complainant  in  the  bill,  is 
the  owner  of  the  ten  shares  of  stock  which  are  the  subject  of  litigation 
in  the  present  suit.  The  testimony  satisfactorily  proves  that  the  certifi- 
cate of  stock,  indorsed  in  blank  by  Dearborn,  who  was  the  owner  on  the 
books  of  the  defendant  corporation,  was  the  property  of  the  appellee, 
and  was  taken  or  stolen  from  his  possession,  without  anj-  negligence  on 
his  part  whatever,  several  months  before  it  was  purchased  hy  the  de- 
fendant Mudd,  who  innocently  bought  and  paid  value  for  it,  some  time 
in  March,  1888. 

Tlie  only  question  is,  whether  Mudd,  who  paid  full  val.73  for  this 
stock,  without  notice  of  the  complainant's  claim  to  it,  acquired  a  title 
superior  to  that  of  complainant. 

The  established  rule  is  that  no  person  can  ordinarily  be  deprived  of  his 
ownership  of  property  save  by  his  own  consent,  or  his  negligence.  The 
only  exception  to  this  rule  is  the  case  of  a  honafide  purchaser  for  value, 
of  negotiable  paper.  We  have  no  reference,  of  course,  to  the  taking  of 
property  for  public  uses  bj-  judicial  condemnation,  which  may  be  done 
without  the  owner's  consent. 

It  can  not  be  contended,  with  anj- degree  of  plausibility,  that,  under 
the  facts  of  this  case,  the  complainant  was  guilty  of  negligence,  or  the 
want  of  ordinary  care  in  the  custody  of  the  certificate.  He  kept  it  in  a 
box  in  the  vault  of  a  banking-house,  whence  it  was  abstracted  by  some 
unknown  person,  apparently,  without  any  fault  on  his  part. 

Nor  does  any  question  arise  involving  the  rights  of  a  subsequent  bona 
fide  purchase  of  stock,  from  one  shown  to  be  owner  on  the  corporate 
books,  who  has  alreadj'  made  a  prior  unregistered- transfer  of  it  to  an- 
other purchaser.  All  such  transfers  made  by  the  true  owner,  and  not 
registered  on  the  books  of  the  corporation  within  fifteen  days,  are  de- 
clared by  statute  to  be  "  void  as  to  bona  fide  creditors,  or  purchasers 
without  notice."— Code  1886  §  1671;  Fisher  \.  Jones,  82  Ala.  117. 
If  the  defendant  Mudd  had  claimed  by  a  subsequent  purchase  from 
Dearborn,  the  owner  of  the  stock  on  the  corporate  books,  this  question 
would  arise.  But  he  does  not  so  claim,  his  title  being  derived  through  the 
complainant  Dennis  himself,  by  two  or  more  intermediate  transferees, 
lue  first  of  whom  was  a  fraudulent  holder  without  title.  Whether  Mudd's 
title  to  the  stock,  therefore,  is  superior  to  that  of  Dennis,  depends  on 
whether  a  certificate  of  stock,  indorsed  in  blank  by  the  owner,  is  to  be 
treated  as  negotiable  paper. 

The  rule  is  well  settled,  that  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  a  negotiable 
bill,  bond  or  note,  although  he  buj's  from  a  thief,  acquires  a  good  title, 
if  he  pays  value  for  it  without  notice  of  the  infirmity  of  his  vendor's 
title.  The  authorities  are  clear  in  support  of  the  view,  that  a  certificate 
of  corporate  shares  of  stock,  in  the  ordinary  form,  is  not  negotiable 
paiper,  and  that  a  purchaser  of  such  certificate,  although  indorsed  in 
blank  by  the  owner,  where  no  question  arises  under  the  registration 
laws,  obtains  no  better  title  to  tlie  stock  than  his  vendor  had,  in  the 
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absence  of  all  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  or  his  authority  to 
make  the  sale.  This  question  arose,  and  was  decided  by  tlie  New  York 
Court  of  Appeals,  in  Mechanics'  Bank  v,  New  York  &  New  Haven 
R.  B.  Co.,  13  N.  Y.  (1856),  599.  It  was  there  held,  that  such  a  cer- 
tificate does  not  partake  of  the  character  of  a  negotiable  instruuient,  and 
that  a  bona  jide  assignee,  with  full  power  to  transfer  the  stock,  takes 
the  certificate  subject  to  the  equities  which  existed  against  his  assignor. 
Such  certificates,  said  Comstock,  J.,  "  contain  no  words  of  negotia- 
bility. Ttiey  declare  simply  that  the  person  named  is  entitled  to  cer- 
tain shares  of  stock.  They  do  not,  like  negotiable  instruments,  run  to 
the  bearer,  or  order  of  the  party  to  whom  they  are  given."  They  were 
said  to  be,  in  some  respects,  like  a  bill  of  lading,  or  warehouse  receipt, 
being  "  the  representative  of  property  existing  under  certain  conditions, 
and  the  documentary  evidence  of  title  thereto."  The  most  that  can  be 
said  is,  that  all  such  instruments  possess  a  sort  of  quasi  negotiabilitj-, 
dependent  on  the  custom  of  merchants  and  the  convenience  of  trade. 
They  are  not,  in  the  matter  of  transferabilitj',  protected  strictly  as 
negotiable  paper. 

In  Shaw  v.  Spencer,  100  Mass.  382  ;  s.  c,  97  Araer.  Dec,  1  Amer. 
Eep.  115  (1868),  it  was  also  decided  that  a  certificate  of  corporate 
stock,  transferred  in  blank  on  its  back,  was  clearly  not  a  negotiable 
instrument.  "  No  commercial  usage,"  it  was  said,  "  could  give  to  such 
an  instrument  the  attribute  of  negotiability.  However  many  interme- 
diate hands  it  may  pass  through,  whoever  would  obtain  a  new  certifi- 
cate in  his  own  name,  must  fill  out  the  blanks,  .  .  so  as  to  derive 
title  to  himself  directly  from  the  last  recorded  stockholder,  who  is  the 
only  recognized  and  legal  owner  of  the  shares."  The  case  of  Sewail  v. 
Boston  Water  Power  Co.,  4  Allen,  282  ;  s.  c,  81  Amer.  Dec.  701,  de- 
cided by  the  same  court  a  few  years  before,  is  referred  to  as  a  precedent 
in  support  of  this  conclusion. 

The  precise  point  in  the  present  case  was  also  decided  in  Barstow  v. 
Savage  Mining  Co.,  64  Cal.  388;  s.  c,  49  Amer.  Rep.  705,  where  it 
was  expressly  held  that  a  bona  Jide  purchaser  of  stock  standing  on  the 
company's  books  in  the  name  of  the  former  owner,  regularly  Indorsed 
by  him,  and  stolen  from  the  present  owner  without  his  fault,  gets  no 
title.  The  decision  was  based  on  the  fact,  that  such  certificates  are  not 
negotiable  instruments,  but  simply  muniments  of  title,  and  evidences 
of  the  holder's  right  to  a  given  share  in  the  property  and  franchises  of 
the  corporation.  It  was  observed,  in  regard  to  the  matter  of  negli- 
gence, as  follows :  "  But,  if  the  purchaser  from  one  who  has  not  the 
title,  and  has  no  authority  to  sell,  relies  for  his  protection  on  the  negli- 
gence of  the  true  owner,  he  must  show  that  such  negligence  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  deceit." 

The  same  principle  was  applied  to  bills  of  lading,  in  Gumey  v.  Beh^ 
rmd,  3  EUis  &  Bl.  622,  decided  by  the  English  Queen's  Bench,  where 
an  instrument  of  that  kind,  indorsed  in  blank  by  the  consignor,  and 
sent  by  him  to  his  correspondent,  had  been  misappropriated.  '  The 
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correspondent,  without  authority,  fraudulently  transferred  the  bill  foi 
Value ;  and  it  was  held  by  Lord  Campbell,  that  for  the  want  of  the 
element  of  negotiability  in  the  paper,  the  title  to  the  goods  was 
unaffected  by  the  transaction. 

The  doctrine  oi  Barstow  v.  Savage  Mining  Co.,  supra,  is  well  sup- 
ported by  authority,  and,  in  our  judgment,  announces  a  correct  prin- 
ciple of  law,  and  we  fully  approve  it.  —  Woolley  v.  Sargeant,  14  Amer. 
Dec,  Note,  on  page  427,  and  cases  there  cited;  Cook  on  Stock  and 
Stockholders,  sec.  368,  437,  192,  7,  10;  2  Daniel's  Neg.  Instr.  (3d  Ed.), 
§  1708<7.  It  harmonizes  entirely  with  the  declaration  of  our  statute, 
that  shares  of  stock  in  private  corporations  "are  personal  property, 
transferrable  on  the  books  of  the  corporation  "  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  and  regulation  of  the  corporation.  —  Code  1886,  §  1669  ;  Camp- 
bell v.  Woodstock  Iron  Co.,  83  Ala.  451. 

There  is  a  class  of  cases,  not  to  be  confounded  with  the  one  in  hand, 
where  the  holder  of  such  a  certificate  of  stock,  indorsed  in  blank,  is  clothed 
with  power  as  agent  or  trustee,  to  deal  with  such  stock  to  a  limited  ex- 
tent, and  transfers  it  by  exceeding  his  powers,  or  in  breach  of  Lis  trust. 
In  such  cases,  it  has  often  been  held  that  the  true  owner,  having  con- 
ferred on  the  holder,  by  contract,  all  the  external  indicia  of  title,  and 
an  apparently  unlimited  power  of  disposition  over  the  stock,  "is  es- 
topped to  assert  his  title  as  against  a  third  person,  who,  acting  in  good 
faith,  acquires  it  for  value  from  the  apparent  owner."  —  2  Dan.  Neg. 
Inst.  (3d  YA),  §  1708<?/  McNeil  v.  Tenth  Nat.  Bank,  46  N.  Y.  325; 
Mount  Holly  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Ferree,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  117;  Prall  v.- 
Tilt,  28  lb.,  479  :  Merchant's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Livingston,  74  N.  Y.  223. 
These  cases  rest  on  the  principle,  that  it  is  more  just  and  reasonable, 
where  one  of  two  innocent  parties  must  suffer  loss,  that  he  should  be 
the  loser  who  has  put  trust  and  confidence  in  the  deceiver,  than  a 
stranger  who  has  been  negligent  in  trusting  no  one."—  Allen  v.  Maury 
&  Co.,  66  Ala.  10. 

It  being  an  established  principle  of  law,  that  certificates  erf  stock  are 
not  to  be  regarded  as  negotiable  paper,  it  is  not  permissible  to  prove  a 
custom  or  usage  among  stock-brokers  to  the  contrary.  No  usage  is 
good  which  conflicts  with  an  established  principle  of  law,  any  more  tiian 
one  which  contravenes  or  nullifies  the  express  stipulations  of  a  contract. 
Dickinson  v.  Gay,  83  Amer.  Dec.  656,  and  note,  664;  K  T.,Va.  tfc 
Ga.  R.  B.  Co.  V.  Johnston,  75  Ala.  576 ;  Lehman  v.  Marshall,  47 
Ala.  362. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  in  accordance  with  these  views,  and 
must  be  affirmed. 
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McNeil  v.  tenth  national  bank. 

1871.     46  New  York,  325.1 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  General  Term  in  the  fourth  district, 
aitirming  a  judgment  entered  in  Montgomery  county,  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  on  the  report  of  a  referee. 

The  action  was  brought,  to  compel  the  surrender  to  the  plaintiff  of 
134  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  First  National  Bank  of  St. 
Johnsville,  which  had  been  acquired  by  the  appellant  in  the  following 
manner : 

In  November,  1866,  the  plaintiff  then  being  the  owner  of  the  shares 
in  question,  had  an  account  with  Goodyear  Brothers  &  Durant,  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  stock  brokers,  relating  to  other  stocks,  which  they 
had  purchased  and  were  carrying  for  him.  For  the  purpose  of  secur- 
ing any  balance  which  might  become  due  them  on  that  account,  the 
plaintiff  delivered  to  and  left  with  them,  the  certificate  of  the  134  shares 
in  dispute,  with  a  blank  assignment,  and  power  of  attorney  to  transfer 
indorsed  thereon,  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  in  the  following  words  : 

For  value  received,  the  undersigned  hereby'  assigns  and  transfers 
unto  .  .  .  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  First  National  Bank  of 
St.  Johnsville,  and  do  hereby  constitute  and  appoint  .  .  .  true  and 
lawful  attoi-ney,  irrevocable  for  .  .  .  and  in  .  .  .  name  and  belialf,  to 
make  and  execute  all  necessaiy  acts  of  assignment  and  transfer  re- 
quired by  the  regulations  and  by-laws  of  said  bank. 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal,  this 

day  of . 

(Signed.)  B.  MoNEIL. 


Sealed  and  sworn  in  presence  of- 

On  the  18th  of  June,  1868,  at  the  city  of  New  York,  the  appellant 
at  the  request  of  Goodyear  Brothers  &  Durant,_paid  the  sum  of  $45,135 
to  Fred.  Butterfleld,  Jacobs  &  Co.,  receiving  from  them  certain  securi- 
ties, including  the  certificate  and  power  for  the  134  shares  in  question, 
which  had  been  previously  pledged  by  Goodyear  Brothers  &  Durant  to 
Fred.  Butterfield,  Jacobs  &  Co. 

Goodyear  Brothers  &  Co.  were  at  that  time  insolvent,  and  indebted 
to  the  appellant.  In  pledging  the  plaintiff's  shares,  they  had  acted 
without  actual  authority  from  him,  and  without  his  knowledge.  He 
was  indebted  to  them,  on  the  account  for  which  the  shares  were  pledged 
to  them,  in  the  sum  of  $3,000  with  interest  from  December  1,  1866 ; 
but  the  account  had  not  been  rendered,  or  any  demand  made. 

The  appellant,  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  shares,  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  plaintiff's  interest  therein. 

*  Arguments  and  part  of  opinion  omitted.  —  Ed. 
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The  cashier  of  the  appellant,  within  a  few  da3-s  after  receiving  the 
certificate,  assignment  and  power,  filled  in  the  blank  in  the  assignment 
and  power  with  "  I.  H.  Stout,  cashier,  Tenth  National  Bank,  New  York, 
one  hundred  and  thirty-four,"  and  dated  the  same  the  19th  daj-  of 
June,  1868,  and  sent  the  scrip  to  the  First  National  Bank  of  St.  Johns- 
ville,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  shares  transferred  on  the  books 
accordingly  ;  but  such  transfer  was  prevented  by  an  order  of  injunction 
in  this  action. 

The  plaintifi"  demanded  of  the  appellant  a  surrender  of  the  scrip,  on 
payment  of  the  balance  due  bj'  him  to  Goodj'ear  Brothers  &  Durant ; 
which  demand  was  refused. 

The  value  of  the  shares  was  $17,420.  The  balance  of  the  advance 
made  by  the  appellant  thereon  ($45,135,  less  the  proceeds  of  the  other 
securities  received  therewith,  $29,916.19),  was  $15,219.81,  besides 
interest. 

When  the  certificate  and  power  came  to  the  possession  of  the  appel- 
lant, they  bore  the  proper  revenue  stamp,  duly  cancelled  with  the  stamp 
of  Goodyear  Brothers  &  Durant,  and  the  name  of  Ch.  Goodyear  as 
subscribing  witness  to  the  power.  The  referee  found,  that  when  the 
plaintiff  delivered  them,  thej-  were  not  stamped  or  witnessed,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  never  authorized  those  acts. 

The  referee  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintifi',  and  in  conformitj'  with 
his  report,  a  judgment  was  entered,  requiring  a  surrender  of  the  scrip 
to  the  plaintiff,  on  payment  by  him  of  the  $3,000  and  interest  due  by 
him  to  Goodyear  Brothers  &  Durant. 

This  judgment  was  aflBrmed  at  General  Term,  and  an  appeal  taken 
to  the  late  Court  of  Appeals,  where,  after  argument,  that  court  was 
divided  and  a  re-argument  ordered.  The  case  now  comes  up  on  the 
re-argument. 

JS.  L.  Fancher,  for  appellant. 

S.  Hand,  for  respondent. 

Eapallo,  J.  The  pledge  of  the  plaintiff's  shares  by  his  brokers,  for 
a  larger  sum  than  the  amount  of  their  lien  thereon,  was  a  clear  viola- 
tion of  their  duty,  and  excess  of  their  actual  power.  And  if  the  effect 
of  the  transaction  was  merely  to  transfer  to  the  appellant,  through 
Fred.  Butterfield,  Jacobs  &  Co.,  the  title  or  interest  of  Goodyear 
Brothers  &  Durant  in  the  shares,  the  judgment  appealed  from  was 
right. 

It  must  be  conceded,  that  as  a  general  rule,  applicable  to  property 
other  than  negotiable  securities,  the  vendor  or  pledgor  can  convey  no 
greater  right  or  title  than  he  has.  But  this  is  a  truism,  predicable  of  a 
simple  transfer  from  one  party  to  another  where  no  other  element  inter- 
venes. It  does  not  intei-fere  with  the  well-established  principle,  that 
where  the  true  owner  holds  out  another,  or  allows  him  to  appear,  as 
the  owner  of,  or  as  having  full  power  of  disposition  over  the  propertj-, 
jind  innocent  third  parties  are  thus  led  into  dealing  with  such  apparent 
owner,  they  will  be  protected.   Their  rights  in  such  cases  do  not  depend 
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upon  the  actual  title  or  authority  of  the  party  with  whom  they  deal 
directly,  but  are  derived  from  the  act  of  the  real  owner,  which  precludes 
him  from  disputing,  as  against  them,  the  existence  of  the  title  or  power 
which,  through  negligence  or  mistaken  confidence  he  caused  or  allowed 
to  appear  to  be  vested  in  the  party  making  the  conveyance.  (Picker- 
ing V.  £usk,  15  East,  38  ;  Gregg  v.  Wells,  10  Adol.  &  EL,  90  ;  Saltus 
V.  Merett,  20  Wend.,  268,  284 ;  Mowrey  v.  Walsh,  8  Cow.,  238  ;  Boot 
V.  French,  13  Wend.  570.) 

The  true  point  of  inquiry  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  did 
confer  upon  his  brokers  such  an  apparent  title  to,  or  power  of  disposi- 
tion over  the  shares  in  question,  as  will  thus  estop  him  from  assert- 
ing his  own  title,  as  against  parties  who  took  bona  fide  through  the 
brokers. 

Simply  intrusting  the  possession  of  a  chattel  to  another  as  deposi- 
tary, pledgee  or  other  bailee,  or  even  under  a  conditional  executory 
contract  of  sale,  is  clearly  insufficient  to  preclude  the  real  owner  from 
reclaiming  his  property,  in  case  of  an  unauthorized  disposition  of  it  by 
the  person  so  intrusted.  (Ballard  v.  Bwrgett,  40  N.  Y.  K.  314.)  "  The 
mere  possession  of  chattels,  by  whatever  means  acquired,  if  there  he  no 
other  evidence  of  property  or  authority  to  sell  from  the  ti^e  owner, 
will  not  enable  the  possessor  to  give  a  good  title."  Per  Denio,  J.  in 
Covin  V.  mil  (4  Den.,  323). 

But  if  the  owner  intrusts  to  another,  not  merely  the  possession  of 
the  property,  but  also  written  evidence,  over  his  own  signature,  of  title 
thereto,  and  of  an  unconditional  power  of  disposition  over  it,  the  case 
is  vastlj'  different.  There  can  be  no  occasion  for  the  delivery  of  such 
documents,  unless  it  is  intended  that  they  shall  be  used,  either  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  depositary,  or  under  contingencies  to  arise.  If  the 
conditions  upon  which  this  apparent  right  of  control  is  to  be  exercised, 
are  not  expressed  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  but  remain  in  confi- 
dence between  the  owner  and  the  depositary,  the  case  cannot  be  dis- 
tinguished in  principle,  from  that  of  an  agent  who  receives  secret 
instructions  qualifying  or  restricting  an  apparently  absolute  power. 

In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  and  left  with  his 
brokers,  the  certificate  of  the  shares,  having  '  indorsed  thereon  the 
form  of  an  assignment,  expressed  to  be  made  "for  value  received," 
and  an  irrevocable  power  to  make  all  necessary  transfers.  The  name 
of  the  transferee  and  attorney,  and  the  date,  were  left  blank.  This 
document  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  its  effect  must  be  now 
considered. 

It  is  said  in  some  English  cases,  that  blank  assignments  of  shares  in 
corporations  are  irregular  and  invalid ;  but  that  opinion  is  expressed 
in  cases  where  the  shares  could  only  be  transferred  by  deed  under  seal, 
duly  attested,  and  is  placed  upon  the  ground  that  a  deed  cannot  be 
executed  in  blank. 

Without  referring  to  the  American  doctrine  on  that  subject,  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  say  that  no  such  formality  was  requisite  in  this  case.     It  was 
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only  necessary  to  a  valid  transfer  as  between  the  parties,  that  the 
assignment  and  power  should  be  in  writing.  The  common  practice  of 
passing  the  title  to  stock  by  delivery  of  the  certificate  with  blank  assign- 
ments and  power,  has  been  repeatedly  shown  and  sanctioned  in  cases 
which  have  come  before  our  courts.  Such  was  established  to  be  the 
common  practice  in  the  citj'  of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  the  New  York 
and  New  Haven  Mailroad  Company  v.  Schuyler  (34  N.  Y.,  41),  and 
the  rights  of  parties  claiming  under  such  instruments  were  fully  recog- 
nized in  that  case.  And  in  the  case  of  Kortright  v.  The  Commercial 
Bank  of  Buffalo  (20  Wend.,  91,  and  22  "Wend.,  348),  the  same  usage 
was  established  as  existing  in  New  York  and  other  States,  and  it  was 
expressly  held  that  even  in  the  absence  of  such  usage,  a  blank  transfer 
on  the  back  of  the  certificate,  to  which  the  holder  has  aflSxed  his  name, 
is  a  good  assignment;  and  that  a  party  to  whom  it  is  delivered  is 
authorized  to  fill  it  up,  by  writing  a  transfer  and  power  of  attorney  over 
the  signature. 

It  has  also  been  settled,  by  repeated  adjudications,  that,  as  between 
the  parties,  the  delivery  of  the  certificate,  with  assignment  and  power 
indorsed,  passes  the  entire  title,  legal  and  equitable,  in  the  shares,  not- 
withstanding that,  by  the  terms  of  the  charter  or  bj'-laws  of  the  coipora- 
tion,  the  stock  is  declared  to  be  transferable  only  on  its  books ;  that 
such  provisions  are  intended  solely  for  the  protection  of  the  coi'pora- 
tion,  and  can  be  waived  or  asserted  at  its  pleasure,  and  that  no  effect 
is  given  to  them  except  for  the  protection  of  the  corporation  ;  that  they 
do  not  incapacitate  the  shareholder  from  parting  with  his  interest,  and 
that  his  assignment,  not  on  the  books,  passes  the  entire  legal  title  to  the 
Itock,  subject  onlj-  to  such  liens  or  claims  as  the  corporation  maj-  have 
upon  it,  and  excepting  the  right  of  voting  at  elections,  etc.  (Angell 
and  Ames  on  Corporations,  8th  ed.,  §  354  ;  Bank  of  Uiieav.  SmaUey, 
2  Cow.,  770  ;  Gilbert  v.  Manchester  Co.,  11  Wend.,  627  ;  Kortright  v. 
Com.  Bank  of  Buffalo,  22  Wend.,  362  ;  N.  Y.  and  N.  H.  B.  B.  Co. 
V.  Schuyler,  34  N.  Y.,  80.) 

In  the  case  of  Kortright  v.  Com.  Bank,  Chancellor  Walvtorth,  in 
a  dissenting  opinion,  strenuously  maintained,  in  conformity  with  his 
previous  decision  in  Stebbins  v.  Phoenix  Ins,  Co.  (3  Paige,  356),  that 
by  a  transfer  not  on  the  books,  the  transferee  acquired  only  an  equi- 
table right  to  or  lien  on  the  shares  ;  and  that,  having  but  an  equitable 
right  or  lien,  he  took  subject  to  all  prior  equities  which  existed  in  favor 
of  any  other  person  from  whom  such  assignment  was  obtained.  (22 
Wend.,  352,  353,  355.)  But  his  view  was  overruled  by  the  majority 
of  the  court.  The  action  was  at  law  in  assumpsit,  brought  by  the 
holder  of  the  certificate  and  power,  for  a  refusal  to  permit  him  to  make 
a  transfer  on  the  books,  and  the  question  of  his  legal  title  was  neces- 
sarily involved  in  the  case.  The  judgment  therein  must  therefore  be 
regarded  as  a  direct  adjudication  that,  as  between  the  parties,  the  legal 
title  to  the  shares  will  pass  by  delivery  of  the  certificate  and  power. 
(See  20  Wend.,  362.) 


MCNEIL  V.   TENTH   NATIONAL   BANK,  631 

This  was  reasserted  in  this  court  in  the  Mw  Haven  Railroad  Case 
(34  N.  Y.,  80),  notwithstanding  what  was  said  in  the  Mechanics'  Bank 
Case  (13  id.,  625), 

By  omitting  to  register  his  transfer,  the  holder  of  the  certificate  and 
power  fails  to  obtain  the  right  to  vote,  and  may  lose  his  stock  by  a 
fraudulent  transfer  on  the  books  of  the  company,  by  the  registered 
holder,  to  a  honafide  purchaser  (34  N.  Y.,  80) ;  but  in  this  respect  he 
is  in  a  condition  analogous  to  that  of  the  holder  of  an  unrecorded  deed 
of  land,  and  possesses  a  no  less  perfect  title  as  against  the  assignor 
and  others.  And  he  would  have  an  action  against  the  corporation,  foi 
allowing  such  a  transfer  in  violation  of  his  rights.  (Id.)  He  also 
takes  the  risk  of  the  collection  of  dividends  by  his  assignor,  or  of  any 
lien  the  corporation  may  have  on  the  shares.  But  in  other  respects 
his  title  is  complete. 

The  holder  of  such  a  certificate  and  power,  possesses  all  the  external 
indicia  of  title  to  the  stock,  and  an  apparently  unlimited  power  of  dis- 
position over  it.  He  does  not  appear  to  have,  as  is  said  in  some  of 
the  authorities  cited,  concerning  the  assignee  of  a  chose  in  action,  a 
mere  equitable  interest,  which  is  said  to  be  notice  to  all  persons  dealing 
with  him  that  they  take  subject  to  all  equities,  latent  or  otherwise,  of 
third  pai'ties ;  but,  apparently,  the  legal  title,  and  the  means  of  trans- 
ferring such  title  in  the  most  effectual  manner. 

Such,  then,  being  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  documents  with  which 
the  plaintiff  intrusted  his  brokers,  what  position  does  he  occupj-  toward 
persons  who,  in  reliance  upon  those  documents,  have  in  good  faith 
advanced  money  to  the  brokers  or  their  assigns  on  a  pledge  of  the 
shares?  When  he  asserts  his  title,  and  claims,  as  against  them,  that 
he  could  not  be  deprived  of  his  property  without  his  consent,  cannot  he 
be  truly  answered  that,  by  leaving  the  certificate  in  the  hands  of  his 
brokers,  accompanied  by  an  instrument  bearing  his  own  signature, 
which  [jurported  to  be  executed  for  a  consideration,  and  to  convey 
the  title  away  from  him,  and  to  empower  the  bearer  of  it  irrevocably 
to  dispose  of  the  stock,  he  in  fact  "  substituted  his  trust  in  the  honesty 
of  his  brokers,  for  the  control  which  the  law  gave  him  over  his  own 
property,"  and  that  the  consequences  of  a  betrayal  of  that  trust,  should 
fall  upon  him  who  reposed  it,  rather  than  npon  innocent  strangers  from 
whom  the  brokers  were  therebj'  enabled  to  obtain  their  money  ? 

These  principles,  in  substance,  were  applied  in  the  ease  of  Kortright 
V.  The  Commercial  Bank.  But  it  is  sought  to  distinguish  that  case 
from  this  ;  and  it  is  argued,  that  there  the  certificate  was  intrusted  to  an 
agent,  with  authority  from  his  principal  to  boiTow  money  upon  it  for 
the  benefit  of  his  principal,  and  that  he  simply  exceeded  his  authority  by 
borrowing  more  than  he  was  authorized  to  borrow,  and  absconding  with 
the  excess. 

[After  commenting  on  Kortright  v.  Bank."] 

The  principles  of  agency  are,  however,  applicable  to  this  ease.  In 
disposing  of  a  pledge,  the  pledgee  acts  under  a  power  from  the  pledgor. 
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The  distinction  between  a  lien  and  a  pledge  is  said  to  be,  that  a  mere 
lien'  cannot  be  enforced  by  sale  by  the  act  of  the  party,  but  that  a 
pledge  is  a  lien  with  a  power  of  sale  superadded.  (Story  on  Bailments, 
7lh  ed.,  §  311,  note  2;  Wasson  v.  Smith,  2  B.  &  Aid.,  439.)  'Tlie 
pledgee  in  selling,  is  bound  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  pledgor,  and 
as  to  the  surplus,  represents  the  pledgor  exclusively.  Now,  for  what 
purpose  was  the  apparent  ownership  and  power  of  disposition  of  this 
stock  vested  in  the  brokers?  Surely  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them, 
eflfectually  and  summarily,  to  execute  this  power  under  certain  con- 
ditions. If  the  power  was  absolute  on  its  face,  or  if  the  whole  legal 
title  was  by  the  instrument  apparently'  vested  in  the  pledgee,  and  the 
condition  was  secret,  wherein  does  the  case  differ  in  principle  from  one 
of  ordinary  agency'. 

I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive  on  what  principle  it  can  be  claimed,  that 
an  apparent  naked  authority  is  more  effectual  to  bind  the  part^-  giving 
it,  than  an  apparent  ownership  as  well  as  authority. 

I  have  reviewed  the  authorities  at  much  more  length  than  usual,  by 
reason  of  the  difference  of  opinion  expressed  in  the  late  Court  of  Ap- 
peals in  this  case,  and  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  the  positions  so  ably 
maintained  in  the  opinions,  in  favor  of  the  respondent,  delivered  in  the 
court  below,  and  in  the  late  court,  on  the  former  hearing. 

My  conclusion  is,  that  the  Tenth  National  Bank  must,  on  the  facts 
found,  be  deemed  to  have  advanced  bona  fide  on  tiie  credit  of  the 
shares,  and  of  the  assignment  and  power  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
is  entitled  to  hold  the  stock  for  the  full  amount  so  advanced,  and  re- 
maining unpaid  after  exhausting  the  other  securities  received  for  the 
same  advance. 

The  points  relative  to  the  stamp  and  subscribing  witness  were  fully 
answered  in  the  opinions  delivered  on  the  first  argument,  and  do  not 
appear  to  have  been  the  subject  of  dissent.  I  do  not  deem  it  neces- 
sarj'  again  to  discuss  tliem  here. 

The  judgment  of  the  General  Term,  and  that  entered  on  the  report 
of  tlie  referee,  should  be  modified,  so  as  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  redeem, 
on  payment  of  the  balance  due  to  the  Tentli  National  Bank,  on  its  ad- 
vance of  June  1 9th,  1868,  and  the  costs  of  the  action. 

All  concur  except  Allen  and  Folger,  JJ  ,  not  voting. 

Judgment  modified 
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McDonald,  eeceivee,  v.  dewey. 

1905.    202  United  Statet,  510. 

Section  5151  of  the  National  Bank  Act  provides:  "The  share- 
holders of  every  national  banking  association  shall  be  held  individu- 
ally responsible,  equally  and  ratably,  and  not  one  for  another,  for  all 
contracts,  debts,  and  engagements  of  such  association,  to  the  extent 
of  the  amount  of  their  stock  therein,  at  the  par  value  thereof,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  amount  invested  in  such  shares." 

The  defendant  transferred  some  of  his  shares  in  a  national  bank  at 
a  time  when  the  bank  was  insolvent,  and  when  he  knew  or  ought  to 
"have  known  the  fact.  The  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  held  there  could 
be  no  recovery  against  the  defendant  without  proof  of  the  additional 
fact  that  the  several  transferees  were  likewise  insolvent. 

Mb.  Justice  Brown.  That  the  transfer  of  stock  in  corporations, 
even  when  in  failing  circumstances,  should  not  be  unduly  impeded,  is 
essential  not  only  to  the  prosperity  of  such  corporations  and  the  value 
of  their  stock,  but  to  the  interest  of  stockholders  who  may  desire  for 
legitimate  reasons  to  change  their  investments  or  to  raise  money  for 
debts  incurred  outside  the  business  of  such  corporation.  Bank  v. 
Lanier,  11  Wall.  369,  377.  At  the  same  time  the  frequency  with 
which  such  transfers  are  made  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  double 
liability  imposed  by  the  National  Banking  Act,  has  given  rise  to  a 
large  amount  of  litigation  turning  upon  their  legality.  In  this  con- 
nection certain  propositions  have  been  laid  down  by  so  many  courts 
and  in  so  many  cases  that  they  may  be  regarded  as  fundamental  prin- 
ciples of  law  applicable  to  all  cases  of  this  character. 

(1)  That  a  party,  who  by  way  of  pledge  or  collateral  security  for  a 
loan  of  money,  accepts  stock  of  a  national  bank  and  puts  his  name  on 
the  registry  as  owner,  incurs  an  immediate  liability  as  a  stockholder, 
and  cannot  relieve  himself  therefrom  by  making  a  colorable  transfer 
of  his  stock  to  another  person  for  his  own  benefit,  as  was  done  by  the 
sale  to  Jewett  in  this  case.  National  Bank  v.  Case,  99  U.  S.  628 ; 
Marcy  v.  Clark,  17  Massachusetts,  329 ;  Nathan  v.  Whitloek,  9  Paige, 
152 ;  Cook  on  Stockholders,  §  263. 

(2)  The  same  result  follows  if  the  stockholder,  knowing,  or  having 
good  reason  to  know,  the  insolvency  of  the  bank,  colludes  with  an  ir- 
responsible person  with  design  to  substitute  the  latter  in  his  place, 
and  thus  escape  individual  liability,  and  transfers  his  stock  to  such 
person.  It  is  immaterial  in  such  case  that  he  may  be  able  to  show  a 
full  or  partial  consideration  for  the  transfer  as  between  himself  and 
the  transferee.     Bowden  v.  Johnson,  107  U.  S.  251. 

Upon  the  other  hand,  in  Whitney  v.  Butler,  118  U.  S.  655,  certain 
stockholders  employed  an  auctioneer  to  sell  their  shares  at  public  auc- 
tion.   They  were  bidden  in  by  a  purchaser  who  paid  the  auctioneer 
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for  them  and  received  from  Mm  the  certificate  of  stock  with  a  power 
of  attorney  to  transfer  the  same  in  blank.  The  auctioneer  paid  the 
money  to  the  original  owner  of  stock,  but  no  formal  transfer  was 
made  on  the  books  of  the  bank.  Shortly  afterwards  the  bank  became 
insolvent  and  went  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  who  made  an  assess- 
ment upon  the  original  stockholders.  We  held  that  the  responsibility 
of  the  stockholders  ceased  upon  the  surrender  of  the  certificate  to  the 
bank,  and'  the  delivery  to  its  president  of  a  power  of  attorney  to 
transfer  the  stock  on  the  books  of  the  bank.  The  controlling  consid- 
erations were  the  good  faith  of  the  stockholders  in  making  the  sale, 
believing  the  bank  to  be  solvent,  and  the  fact  that  they  had  done  all 
that  they  could  reasonably  be  expected  to  do  to  make  a  valid  sale  of 
the  stock  and  a  transfer  of  the  certificate  on  the  stock  register. 

Under  the  English  law  a  shareholder  may  transfer  his  shares  to  an 
irresponsible  party  for  a  nominal  consideration,  though  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  the  transfer  be  to  escape  liability,  provided  the  transfer  be 
out  and  out,  and  not  merely  colorable  or  collusive,  with  a  secret  trust 
attached.  Under  such  circumstances  the  person  making  the  transfer 
is  released  from  liability,  both  as  to  corporate  creditors  and  the  other 
shareholders.  Cook  on  Stockholders,  §  266 ;  2  Morawetz  on  Private 
Corporations,  §  859. 

The  law  is  quite  different  in  this  country.  At  the  same  time  the 
original  stockholder  cannot  be  held  liable,  unless  the  bank  were  prac- 
tically insolvent  at  the  time  the  transfer  was  made,  and  its  condition 
was  known  or  ought  to  have  been  known  to  the  stockholder  making 
the  transfer.  If  the  bank  were  in  fact  solvent  and  able  to  pay  its 
debts  as  they  matured  when  the  transfer  was  made,  the  creditors 
having  ample  security  in  the  solvency  of  the  bank,  have  no  special 
interest  in  knowing  who  the  stockholders  are,  since  their  only  recourse 
to  them  would  be  in  the  remote  contingency  of  the  insolvency  of  the 
bank.  The  transferrer  can  only  be  held  liable  if  the  bank  be  insol- 
vent, and  such  insolvency  be  known,  or  ought-to  have  been  known,  to 
him  from  his  relations  to  the  bank,  since  the  transfer  is  prima  facie 
valid,  and  shifts  to  the  transferee  the  burden  of  the  responsibility, 
which  can  be  laid  upon  the  original  stockholder  only  in  case  of  bad 
faith,  or  evidence  of  a  purpose  to  evade  liability. 

This  bad  faith  may  be  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  bank  was  known 
to  him  to  be  insolvent ;  but  notwithstanding  this  the  transfer  would 
be  valid  if  made  to  a  person  of  known  financial  responsibility,  since 
the  creditors  could  not  suffer  by  the  substitution  of  one  solvent  stock- 
holder in  place  of  another.  The  Court  of  Appeals,  however,  went 
further  and  held  that  the  transfer  would  be  valid  unless  made  to  an 
irresponsible  person  unable  to  respond  to  an  assessment,  whose  finan- 
cial condition  was  known,  or  ought  to  have  been  known,  to  him. 

[After  reviewing  the  authorities.]  We  think  it  a  proper  deduction 
from  the  prior  cases,  and  such  we  hold  to  be  the  law,  that  the  gist  of 
the  liability  is  the  fraud  implied  in  selling,  with  notice  of  the  insol- 
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vency  of  the  bank  and  with  intent  to  evade  the  double  liability  im- 
posed upon  the  stockholder  by  the  National  Banking  Act.  In  short, 
the  question  of  liability  is  largely  determinable  by  the  presence  or 
absence  of  an  intent  to  evade  liability.  The  fact  that  the  sale  was 
made  to  an  insolvent  buyer  is  doubtless  additional  evidence  of  the 
original  fraudulent  intent,  but  would  not  be  in  itself  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute fraud  without  notice  of  the  insolvency  of  the  bank.  The 
stockholder  is  not  deprived  of  his  right  to  sell  his  stock  by  the  fact 
that  the  sale  is  made  to  an  insolvent  person,  unless  it  be  made  with 
knowledge  of  the  insolvency  of  the  bank.  This  was  practically  the 
ruling  in  Earle  v.  Carson,  in  which  we  held  that  a  bona  fide  sale 
would  not  be  void,  though  the  vendee  were  insolvent,  if  the  fact  of 
such  insolvency  were  at  the  time  unknown  to  the  seller.  The  case 
of  Earle  v.  Carson,  so  far  from  lending  countenance  to  the  argument 
of  the  appellees,  bears  strongly  in  the  opposite  direction. 

The  solvency  of  the  vendee,  however,  is  pertinent  in  showing  that 
no  damage  could  have  resulted  to  the  creditors  of  the  bank  by  the 
transfer.  Though  not  a  necessary  part  of  the  plaintifE's  case,  it  may 
be  a  complete  defense,  if  it  be  shown  that  the  sale,  however  fraudu- 
lent, was  made  to  a  vendee  who  was  as  able  to  respond  to  the  double 
liability  as  was  the  vendor.  The  proposition  that  the  executors  are 
not  responsible  because  the  sales  were  made  to  solvent  vendees,  being 
defensive  in  its  character,  the  burden  _of  proof  was  upon  them.  In 
this  particular  the  case  is  not  unlike  that  of  an  ordinary  action  upon 
a  contract,  where  the  plaintiff  relies  upon  the  contract  and  the  breach, 
and  sues  for  such  damages  as  may  be  reasonably  supposed  to  follow 
therefrom.  But  it  may  be  shown  in  defense  that  no  damages .  really 
resulted,  as,  for  instance,  in  an.  action  for  services,  that  plaintiff  might 
have  obtained  other  employment  at  the  same  wages,  or,  in  an  action 
for  a  failure  to  deliver  goods,  that  plaintiff  might  have  gone  into  the 
market  and  purchased  other  goods  at  the  same  price  at  which  the  de- 
fendant had  agreed  to  sell  them.  In  such  case  defendant  assumes 
the  burden  of  proving  that  no  damage  in  fact  resulted.  The  argument 
in  this  case  really  is  that  the  receiver  was  bound  to  show,  not  only 
that  Dewey  was  guilty  of  fraud,  but  that  damages  necessarily  resulted 
and  that  he  knew  that  fact.  The  reply  is  that  the  fraud  was  consum- 
mated by  the  sale  of  the  stock  of  a  bank  known  to  be  insolvent,  with 
intent  to  evade  liability,  and  that  the  fraud  is  not  less  though  the 
transferees  happened  to  be  solvent,  but  that  their  solvency  may  be 
proved  to  rebut  the  presumption  that  injury  resulted  to  the  creditors 
from  the  transfers. 

While  there  is  no  express  finding  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  (though 
there  was  in  the  Circuit  Court)  that  Dewey  knew,  or  should  have 
known,  of  the  insolvency  of  the  bank  at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  and 
that  the  transfer  was  made  with  the  intent  to  evade  his  double  lia- 
bility as  stockholder,  the  decree  of  both  courts  is  based  upon  this 
assumption;  and  as  stated  in  the  dissenting  opinion  "that  the  final 
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suspension  of  the  bank,  thougli  it  occurred  two  years  and  five  months 
after  Dewey's  transfer  of  stock,  is  traceable,  in  the  line  of  cause  and 
effect,  to  the  insolvency  of  the  bank  at  the  time  of  the  transfer."  We 
do  not  understand  these  facts  to  be  seriously  disputed. 


BUEEOUGHS  v.   THE  NOETH  CAEOLINA  EAILEOAD 
COMPANY. 

1872.    67  North  Carolina,  376. 

Rodman-,  J.  On  16th  February,  1870,  the  North  Carolina  Eailroad 
Company  declared  a  dividend  by  the  following  resolution:  "The 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  North  Carolina  Eailroad  Company  do  de- 
clare an  annual  dividend  of  six  per  cent  on  the  capital  stock  of  this 
company,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  the  31st  of  May,  1870.  Three 
per  cent  to  be  paid  on  1st  April,  and  three  per  cent  payable  on  the 
first  day  of  July,  1870,  and  the  transfer  books  be  closed  from  first 
day  of  March  to  the  first  of  April,  and  from  the  first  day  of  June  un- 
til the  first  day  of  July." 

On  the  17th  February,  the  plaintiffs,  in  writing  in  the  usual  form, 
at  the  foot  of  their  certificate  for  thirty-four  shares  of  stock  in  the 
company,  transferred  the  same  to  Samuel  H.  Wiley  for  value,  and 
authorized  F.  A.  Stagg,  attorney,  to  transfer  the  same  on  the  books 
of  the.  company.  The  transfer  was  accordingly  made  on  the  21st 
February.  The  certificate  of  stock  to  the  plaintiffs  was  cancelled, 
and  a  new  certificate  issued  to  Wiley.  On  the  same  day  plaintiffs 
notified  the  company  that  they  claimed  the  dividend  declared  on  16th 
February.  The  company,  nevertheless,  paid  the  same  to  Wiley,  and 
this  action  is  brought  to  recover  it.  One  would  suppose,  that  in  a 
case  which  must  be  of  frequent  occurrence,  there  would  be  proved 
some  established  usage,  or  that  some  decided  cases  could  be  found 
fixing  the  rights  of  the  parties.  If  there  be  any  established  usage, 
either  general  or  special  to  this  corporation,  there  has  been  no  evi- 
dence of  it  offered  in  this  case.  And  the  learned  counsel  inform  us 
that  they  have  been  able  to  find  no  authority  whatever  on  it.  The 
absence  of  authority  is  the  more  remarkable,  as  the  rule  as  to  a  divi- 
dend following  the  stock  or  not,  under  the  present  circumstances, 
would  seem  to  be  of  a  general  nature,  not  confined  to  sales,  but  cover- 
ing the  case  of  a  life  tenant  with  remainder,  when  the  life  tenant  dies 
after  the  dividend  is  -declared,  and  before  it  is  payable,  and  the  case 
of  a  will  bequeathing  stock  when  the  testator  dies  under  the  like  cir- 
cumstances. 

Before  proceeding  to  the  paiticular  consideratioii  of  this  case,  it  is 
necessary  to  observe :  — 
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1.  It  was  clearly  -vfithin  the  power  of  the  seller  and  purchaser  of 
the  stock  in  this  case,  to  have  contracted  with  respect  to  the  dividend 
declared  on  the  day  before.    But, 

2.  If  we  assume  for  the  moment,  that  the  effect  of  the  resolution, 
declaring  the  dividend,  was  to  make  it  payable  to  whoever  should 
appear  by  the  books  of  the  company  to  be  the  owner  of  the  stock  on 
the  days  on  which  it  was  payable,  then,  notwithstanding  any  different 
contract  between  the,  plaintiffs  and  their  vendee,  the  company  was 
justified  in  paying  to  the  vendee,  and  the  redress  of  the  plaintiffs 
would  be  by  an  action  against  their  vendee  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived. 

It  is  important  to  notice  that  the  question  is,  not  as  to  the  contract 
between  plaintiffs  and  Wiley,  but,  to  whom  did  the  company  agree  to 
pay  the  dividend ;  for  if  the  company  agree  to  pay  to  one  who  turned 
out  to  be  Wiley,  its  liability  cannot  be  affected  by  any  collateral  agree- 
ment between  the  plaintiffs  and  Wiley  (even  if  there  were  express 
proofs  of  such)  without  its  consent.  Without  adverting  to  the  prin- 
ciple, that  the  contract  between  plaintiffs  and  Wiley  must  be  supposed 
to  .have  been  made  in  reference  to  the  resolution  of  the  day  before,  as 
to  which  it  does  not  appear  that  either  party  had  any  advantage  in 
point  of  knowledge  ;  yet,  in  the  absence  of  a  contrary  agreement,  the 
sale  must  necessarily  have  been  of  the  subject-matter  with  its  rights 
and  incidents  at  the  date,  or  perhaps  when  the  transfer  should  be 
completed. 

So  that  the  true  question  is,  what  was  the  effect  and  meaning  of 
the  resolution  ?  Did  it  mean  that  the  dividend  should  be  payable  to 
those  who  held  the  stock  on  16th  Pebruary,  or  to  those  w'ho  should 
hold  it  on  1st  April  ?  If  the  resolution  had  been  clear  and  explicit  in 
either  sense,  I  conceive  there  could  be  no  room  for  a  controversy. 
Being  of  uncertain  meaning,  the  courts  have  to  give  it  a  certain  one. 
But  whatever  shall  be  determined  to  be  its  meaning  in  law,  that  must 
be  taken  to  be  as  plainly  its  meaning  as  if  it  had  been  expressly  writ- 
ten so. 

What  was  the  object  in  declaring  the  transfer  books  of  the  company 
closed  from  1st  March  to  1st  April  ? 

If  the  dividend  was  intended  to  be  payable  to  any  one  who  was  the 
holder  on  16th  February,  there  could  be  no  sue  in  closing  the  books. 
In  any  case,  upon  a  demand  for  payment,  it  would  only  be  necessary 
to  see  from  the  books  who  was  the  holder  on  that  day.  But  if  tiae 
usage  be,  to  put  the  dividend  on  the  books  of  the  company  to  the 
credit  of  the  holders  on  1st  March,  we  can  see  a  reason  for  closing 
the  books,  viz.,  to  give  time  for  the  company  to  make  out  its  accounts 
with  its  stockholders  on  that  day.  Suppose  an  assignment  of  stock 
between  1st  March  and  1st  April,  would  the  company  be  bound  to 
notice  it,  in  reference  to  a  dividend  payable  1st  April  ?  I  think 
not. 
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IN  RE  BAHIA  &  SAN  FRANCISCO  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

1868.     Law  Reports,  3  Queen's  Bench,  584. 

Miss  Teittin  was  a  shareholder  in  the  Bahia  &  San  Francisco 
Railway  Company.  The  company  accepted  a  transfer  upon  which  her 
name  had  been  forged,  and  issued  new  certificates  which  were  sold  to 
bona  fide  purchasers,  Mr.  Burton  and  Mrs.  Goodburn. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were :  1.  Whether,  as 
against  the  company,  Mr.  Burton  and  Mrs.  Goodburn  are  entitled  to 
the  said  shares  in  the  company,  or  an  equivalent  number.  2.  Whether 
they  are  entitled  to  any  and  what  damages  to  be  paid  to  them  by  the 
company  under  the  above  circumstances. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  must  be  for 
the  claimants.  If  the  facts  are  rightly  understood,  the  case  falls 
within  the  principle  of  Pickard  v.  Sears  and  Freeman  v.  Cooke.  The 
company  are  bound  to  keep  a  register  of  shareholders,  and  have  power 
to  issue  certificates  certifying  that  each  individual  shareholder  named 
therein  is  a  registered  shareholder  of  the  particular  shares  specified. 
This  power  of  granting  certificates  is  to  give  the  shareholders  the 
opportunity  of  more  easily  dealing  with  their  shares  in  the  market, 
Bnd  to  afford  facilities  to  them  of  selling  their  shares  by  at  once  show- 
ing a  marketable  title,  and  the  effect  of  this  facility  is  to  make  the 
shares  of  greater  value.  The  power  of  giving  certificates  is,  therefore, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  company  in  general ;  and  it  is  a  declaration  by  the 
company  to  all  the  world  that  the  person  in  whose  name  the  certificate 
is  made  out,  and  to  whom  it  is  given,  is  a  shareholder  in  tlie  company, 
and  it  is  given  by  the  company  with  the  intention  that  it  shall  be  so 
used  by  the  person  to  whom  it  is  given,  and  acted  upon  in  the  sale  and 
transfer  of  shares.  It  is  stated  in  this  case  that  the  claimants  acted 
bona  fide,  and  did  all  that  is  required  of  purchasers  of  shares ;  they 
paid  the  value  of  the  shares  in  money  on  having  a  transfer  of  the 
shares  executed  to  them,  and  on  the  production  of  the  certificates  which 
were  handed' to  them.  It  turned  out  that  the  transferors  had  in  fact 
no  shares,  and  that  the  companj-  ought  not  to  have  registered  them  as 
shareholders  or  given  them  certificates,  the  transfer  to  them  being  a 
forgery.  That  brings  the  case  within  the  principle  of  the  decision  in 
Pickard  v.  Sears,  6  Ad.  &  E.  469  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  33),  as  explained 
by  the  case  of  Freeman  v.  Cooke,  2  Ex.  654,  18  L.  J.  Ex.  114,  that, 
if  you  malce  a  representation  with  the  intention  that  it  shall  be  acted 
upon  by  another,  and  he  does  so,  j'ou  are  estopped  from  denying  the 
truth  of  what  you  represent  to  be  the  fact. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  what  is  the  redress  to  which  the 
claimants  are  entitled.  In  wliatever  form  of  action  they  might  sliape 
their  claim,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  an  action  is  maintainable, 
the  measure  of  damages   would  be  the  same.     They  are  entitled  to 
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be  placed  in  the  same  position  as  if  the  shares,  which  they  purchased 
owing  to  the  company's  representation,  had  in  fact  been  good  shares, 
and  had  been  transferred  to  them,  and  the  company  had  refused  to  put 
them  on  the  register,  and  the  measure  of  damages  would  be  the  market 
price  of  the  shares  at  that  time ;  if  no  market  price  at  that  time,  then 
a  jury  would  have  to  say  what  was  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the 
loss  of  the  shares. 

Blackbukn,  J.  —  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  When  joint  stock  com- 
panies were  established,  the  great  object  was  that  the  shares  should  be 
capable  of  being  easily  transferred  ;  and  the  legislature  has  made  pro- 
vision by  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  25,  that  the  company  shall  keep  a  reg- 
ister of  the  members,  and  when  the  capital  is  divided  into  shares,  each 
share  is  to  be  distinguished'  by  a  number,  and  the  shares  held  by  each 
member  is  to  be  specified,  and  the  dates  at  which'each  person's  name  . 
was  entered  on  the  register.  In  order  to  keep  up  such  a  register,  the 
company  must  alter  its  register  whenever  a  transfer  of  shares  is  made, 
on  the  application  and  payment  of  a  certain  sum  to  them  bj-  the  person 
to  whom  the  shares  are  alleged  to  be  transferred.  And  the  first  thing 
the  company  would  have  to  do  when  a  transfer  was  tendered  to  them, 
would  be  to  inquire  into  its  validity  ;  but  a  companj'  may  be  deceived- 
and  induced,  as  the  company  were  in  the  present  case,  without  any  neg- 
Ugence,  to  receive  as  genuine  a  forged  transfer.  They  accordingly 
made  an  alteration  in  the  register,  and  made  it  in  fact  inaccurate  by  put- 
ting the  names  of  Stocken  and  Goldner  on  the  register  as  the  holders  of 
partieulai'  shares,  when  in  fact  they  were  not  so.  The  statute  (s.  31) 
further  provides  that  the  company  may  give  certificates,  specifying  the 
shares  held  by  an}-  member ;  and  the  object  of  this  provision  is  expressly 
stated  to  be  that  this  certificate  should  be  primS,  facie  evidence  of  the 
title  of  the  person  named  to  the  shares  specified ;  and  the  company, 
therefore,  by  granting  the  certificate,  do  make  a  statement  that  they  have 
transferred  the  shares  specified  to  the  person  to  whom  it  is  given,  and 
that  he  is  the  holder  of  the  shares.  If  they  have  been  deceived  and  the 
statement  is  not  perfectly  true,  they  ma}-  not  be  guilty  of  negligence, 
but  the  company  and  no  one  else,  have  power  to  inquire  into  the  mat 
ter ;  and  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  these  certificates 
should  be  documents  on  which  buyers  might  safely  act.  Now,  on  the 
facts  of  this  case,  although  according  to  the  practice  on  the  stock  ex- 
change, the  claimants  did  not  originall}'  contract  for  these  partieulai 
shares,  the  money  was  paid  bj'  them  or  their  broker  on  the  execution 
by  Stocken  and  Goldner  of  a  ti-ansfer,  and  on  the  certificate  under  the 
seal  of  the  company  being  handed  over  to  them  that  Stocken  and  Gold- 
ner were  the  holders  of  these  particular  shares ;  and  it  is  quite  clear  that 
a  statement  of  a  fact  was  made  bj'  the  companj-,  on  which  the  companj', 
at  the  very  least,  knew  that  pprsons  wanting  to  purchase  shares  might 
act.  And  the  claimants  having  bonS.  fide  acted  upon  that  statement, 
and  suffered  damage,  can  thej*  recover  from  the  company?  I  think  they 
can,  on  the  principle  enunciated  in  Freeman  v.  Cooke,  2  Ex.  654,  18 
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L.  J.  Ex.  114.  Suppose  an  action  by  the  claimants  against  the  eom- 
pan}',  asserting  that  the  shares  were  the  plaintiffs'  and  that  tlie  comijanj' 
refused  to  pay  them  the  dividends  and  deprived  them  of  the  use  of  the 
shares,  in  effect  an  action  of  trover.  The  only  plea  would  be  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  the  true  owners  of  the  shares,  and  there  would  be 
a  replication  bj-  way  of  estoppel,  that  the  company  were  estopped  from 
saying  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  the  owners,  because  they  had  pur- 
chflsed  on  a  statement  of  title  made  by  the  company,  and  intended  bj' 
them  to  be  acted  upon  ;  this  would  clearly  amount  to  an  estoppel  within 
the  rule  defined  in  Freeman  v.  Cooke,  2  Ex.  654,  18  L.  J.  Ex.  114. 
The  claimants,  therefore,  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict,  and  it  follows 
that  they  are  entitled  as  damages  to  the  value  of  the  shares  at  the  time 
they  were  converted ;  that  is,  at  tlie  time  when  Miss  Ti'ittin  interfered 
and  claimed  the  shares. 

Mellor,  J.  — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the  right  of  action 
cannot  be  grounded  on  negligence  ;  but  that  the  facts  do  amount  to  an 
estoppel  on  the  company  from  denying  the  claimants'  title.  The  com- 
pany need  not  register  a  person  as  a  member,  under  a  transfer  of  shares 
of  which  they  have  any  donbt ;  but  can  leave  the  transferee  to  come  to 
the  Court  and  make  out  his  title.  In  the  present  case  the  company 
acted  apparently  without  negligence,  on  the  production  of  the  transfer 
by  the  broker,  and  having  sent  a  letter  to  Miss  Trittin  and  received  no 
answer,  they  caiised  the  transferees  to  be  registered,  and  gave  them 
a  certificate  under  seal,  clearly*  intending  them  to  use  it  in  the  market 
as  a  voucher  or  statement  that  they  were  the  holders  of  the  particular 
shares.  The  claimants  accordingly  purchase  the  shares,  but  it  turns 
out  that  they  acquired  no  title,  and  their  names  are  struck  off  the 
register.  I  cannot  but  think  that  a  person  must  have  a  remedy  against 
a  company  for  wrongfully  striking  his  name  off  the  register,  so  as  to 
prevent  his  having  tue  advantage  of  the  shares  he  had  purchased,  and 
in  such  an  action  by  the  claimants  the  estoppel  would  arise  against  the 
company.  The  measure  of  damages  would  be  the  value  of  the  shares 
at  the  time  they  ceased  to  be  recognized  as  shareholders.  Whether  or 
not  the  company  may  have  a  remedy  over  against  Stocken  and  Goldner 
it  is  unnecessary  to  consider. 

Lush,  J.  —  I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  not  stated  what  the 
usual  course  of  business  is,  but  only  that  the  shares  were  purchased  in 
the  usual  course.  I  take  it,  the  claimants  having  bargained  in  the 
share  market  for  a  certain  number  of  shares  each,  they  were  offered  a 
transfer  of  the  shares  which  had  been  transferred  by  a  forged  transfer 
to  Stocken  and  Goldner,  the  certificate  at  the  same  time  being  handed 
to  them  before  the  completion  of  the  purchase,  and  by  this  certificate, 
in  the  usual  form  and  under  the  seal  of  the  company,  it  is  certified  that 
Stocken  and  Goldner  are  the  registered  holders  of  the  specific  shares, 
giving  the  numbers.  Now  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  certificate  was 
given  by  the  company  to  Stocken  and  Goldner  in  order  that  they  might 
use  it  in  the  usual  way  in  which  such  certificates  are  used,  viz.,  as  a 
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voucher  to  a  purchaser  of  their  names  being  on  the  register.  And  the 
claimants  having  acted  on  this  statement  by  the  company,  there  arises 
an  estoppel  as  against  the  companj',  prohibiting  them  from  denying 
that  what  it  states  is  true.  And  the  question  then  is,  what  does  the 
certificate  mean?  Does  it  mean  merely,  that  Stoclren  and  Goldner  are 
on  the  register,  and  tlie  company  have  done  their  best  to  ascertain  that 
they  are  entitled  to  the  shares,  but  cannot  say  whether  they  are  so  enti- 
tled ?  Or  does  it  amount  to  a  statement  that  the  company  take  upon 
themselves  the  responsibilitj'  of  asserting  that  they  are  tlie  registered 
shareholders  entitled  to  the  specific  shares?  I  think  the  certificate 
must  amount  to  the  latter  assertion.  It  is  the  company  who  are  to 
keep  and  look  after  the  register,  and  the}'  are  the  only  persons  who 
have  control  over  it,  and  they  can  refuse  to  register  a  person  until  he 
shows  that  he  is  legallj'  entitled.  Having,  therefore,  put  the  names  of 
Stocken  and  Goldner  upon  the  register,  and  granted  them  a  certificate, 
the  company  are  estopped  after  that  statement  has  been  acted  upon, 
and  cannot  deny  that  those  persons  were  the  legal  holders  of  the  par- 
ticular shares  which  have  been  transferred  to  the  claimants.  The 
claimants,  therefore,  are  entitled  to  recover  from  the  company  the  value 
of  the  shares  at  the  time  when  they  were  deprived  of  them. 

Brown,  Q.  C,  asked  that  the  Court  would  award  interest  in  addition  ; 
fie  stated  that  the  company  paid  7  per  cent,  dividend,  and  that  the  com 
pany  refused  to  recognize  the  claimants  as  shareholders  on  the  10th  of 
October,  1866. 

Per  Curiam. — The  rule  will  be  that  the  company  do  pay  to  tli3 
claimants  the  value  of  their  respective  shares  on  the  lOlh  of  Octobtr 
1866,  at  interest  from  that  time  at  4  per  cent.,  as  damages,  togethei 
with  costs.  Hule  absolute  accordingly. 
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1883.    135  MastachusetU,  VIZ. 

Morton,  C.  J.  This  case,  which  is  an  action  of  contract  with  a 
count  in  tort,  presents  an  important  question,  referred  to,  but  not  de- 
cided, in  Machinist^  National  Bank  v.  Field,  126  Mass.  345. 

In  January,  1876,  Mrs.  Pratt  owned  five  shares  of  the  stock  of  the 
Boston  and  Albany  Eailroad  Company,  and  held  a  certificate  running 
in  her  name.  Her  son  forged  her  name  to  a  blank  power  of  attorney, 
printed  upon  the  back  of  the  certificate,  and  delivered  it  to  one  Meld, 
a  broker.  Field  sold  the  shares  to  the  defendants,  and  delivered  to 
them  the  certificate  with  the  forged  signature  thereon.  The  defend- 
ants presented  it  to  the  transfer  clerk  of  the  plaintiff  by  Brown,  their 
clerk,  -who  filled  up  the  blanks  so  as  to  make  it  a  power  of  attorney  to 
Brown  to  transfer  the  shares  to  Richardson,  Hill  and  Company,  the 
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defendants.  Throughout,  Brown  was  acting  as  the  agent  and  on  be- 
half of  the  defendants.  Thereupon  the  transfer  clerk  permitted  Brown 
to  transfer  the  shares  upon  the  books  of  the  corporation,  and  issued  a 
new  certificate  to  the  defendants.  Subsequently,  and  before  the  dis- 
covery of  the  forgery,  the  defendants  sold  the. stock  to  a  third  person, 
and,  at  their  request,  the  corporation  issued  a  new  certificate  to  the 
purchaser. 

Upon  these  facts,  it  is  clear  that  Mrs.  Pratt  never  parted  with  her 
property  in  the  shares,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  pro- 
cure five  shares  of  its  corporate  stock,  and  issue  a  certificate  to  her, 
and  also  to  pay  her  the  dividends  upon  the  five  shares.  Pratt  v. 
Taunton  Copper  Co.,  123  Mass.  110,  and  cases  cited.  It  is  also  settled 
that  the  corporation  has  no  remedy  against  the  person  who  purchased 
of  the  defendants,  because,  as  to  him,  the  corporation  is  estopped  to 
deny  its  certificate  issued  to  the  defendants  and  transferred  to  the 
purchaser.  Machinists'  National  Bank  v.  Field,  ubi  supra,  and  cases 
cited.  The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  it  has  a  remedy  against 
the  person  who  presented  a  forged  transfer  or  power  of  attorney,  upon 
the  faith  of  which  it  issued  to  such  person  a  new  certificate. 

This  question  has  never  been  directly  decided  in  this  Common- 
wealth, but  the  adjudged  cases  furnish  analogies  which  aid  us  in  its 
solution.  It  is  familiar  law  that,  in  a  sale  of  chattels,  a  warranty  of 
title  is  implied,  unless  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to  give  rise  to  a 
contrary  presumption.  Shattuek  v.  Green,  104  Mass.  42.  The  pos- 
session and  offer  to  sell  a  chattel  is  held  equivalent  to  an  afiirmation 
that  the  seller  has  title  to  it.  This  is  founded  upon  the  reason  that 
men  naturally  understand  that  a  seller  who  offers  a  chattel  for  sale 
owns  it. 

The  same  rule  has  been  extended  to  the  case  of  a  sale  of  a  promis- 
sory note.  The  seller  impliedly  warrants  that  the  previous  signatures 
are  genuine.  Cahot  Bank  v.  Morton,  4  Gray,  156.  Merriam  v.  Wol- 
cott,  3  Allen,  258. 

So  it  has  been  held  that,  if  one,  honestly  believing  himself  to  be 
authorized,  acts  as  agent  for  another,  and  procures  money  or  goods 
upon  the  credit  of  his  supposed  principal,  and  it  turns  out  that  he  is 
not  authorized,  he  is  liable  for  the  value  of  the  money  or  goods.  Chief 
Justice  Shaw  says :  "  If  one  falsely  represents  that  he  has  an  au- 
thority, by  which  another,  relying  on  the  representation,  is  misled,  he 
is  liable ;  and  by  acting  as  agent  for  another,  when  he  is  not,  though 
he  thinks  he  is,  he  tacitly  and  impliedly  represents  himself  authorized 
without  knowing  the  fact  to  be  true,  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  false  war- 
ranty, and  he  is  liable."  Jefts  v.  York,  10  Cush.  392.  The  chief  jus- 
tice adds  :  "  But  in  both  cases  his  liability  is"  founded  on  the  ground 
of  deceit,  and  the  remedy  is  by  action  of  tort."  We  do  not  under- 
stand him  as  intending  to  say  that  the  only  remedy  is  the  technical 
action  of  deceit,  and  that  a  guilty  knowledge  must  be  proved.  He 
used  the  word  "  deceit "  in  the  sense  of  tort.    In  numerous  other  cases, 
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the  remedy  is  said  to  be  an  action  on  the  case  for  falsely  assuming  to 
be  an  agent.  Bartlett  v.  Tucker,  104  Mass.  336,  and  cases  cited.  And 
in  the  recent  case  of  May  v.  Western  Union  Telegraph,  112  Mass.  90, 
it  was  held  that  the  proper  remedy  is  not  an  action  of  deceit ;  but "  it 
is  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  false  warranty  against  one  acting  as 
agent,  who  represents  that  he  has  authority  when  he  has  not.  Whether 
such  representation  is  made  in  terms,  or  tacitly  and  impliedly,  he  sup- 
posing but  not  knowing  the  fact  to  be  true,  he  is  liable  to  the  person 
misled."  We  can  see  no  good  reason  why  an  action  of  contract  upon 
the  implied  warranty  should  not  be  maintained,  in  the  same  manner  as 
it  may  be  upon  the  implied  warranty  in  the  sale  of  chattels.  Randell 
V.  Trimen,  18  C.  B.  786.  Eichardson  v.  Williamson,  L.  E.  6  Q.  B.  276. 
Baltzen  v.  Nicolay,  53  N.  Y.  467.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss 
this,  because  in  the  case  at  bar  there  is  both  a  count  in  contract  and  a 
count  in  tort  in  the  nature  of  case,  for  falsely  assuming  to  act  as  an 
agent. 

Perhaps  these  considerations  are  sufficient  to  dispose  of  this  case ; 
but  it  seems  to  us  that  the  result  would  be  the  same  if  Pratt  had 
signed  the  transfer  on  the  back  of  the  certificate,  instead  of  the  power 
of  attorney.  The  difference  between  the  two  modes  of  effecting  a 
transfer  is  theoretical  rather  than  practical.  There  is  in  either  case 
a  similar  implied  representation  or  warranty. 

If  one  buys  stock  and  takes  a  transfer,  and  presents  the  certificate 
to  the  corporation  and  demands  a  new  one,  he  thereby  impliedly  re- 
presents that  he  is  entitled  to  the  new  certificate.  He  demands  it  as 
his  right ;  this  implies  that  he  is  the  owner  and  has  a  right  to  it.  The 
corporation  has  the  right  to  understand  him  as  asserting  this.  It  is 
not  bound  to  question  or  investigate  the  genuineness  of  the  transfer, 
and  see  if  the  purchaser  has  not  been  defrauded.  When  the  purchaser 
presents  his  tra;nsfer  and  certificate,  the  transfer  officer  naturally  un- 
derstands that  he  claims  the  transfer  to  be  valid,  and  to  have  a  right 
to  a  certificate ;  he  has  the  right  to  act  as  if  this  had  been  said  in . 
terms.  And  if,  relying  upon  such  tacit  and  implied  representations, 
the  corporation  suffers  a  loss,  the  purchaser  who  misled  it  is  liable. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

OWNERSHIP  BY  A   CORPORATION    OF  SHARES    OP   ITS    OWN 
STOCK,  OR  OF  THE  STOCK  OF  OTHER  CORPORATIONS. 
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1873.     ]  U  Jlifass.  37.1 

Bill  in  equity  by  minority  stoclcliolders  in  defendant  corporation, 
to  restrain  the  corporation  from  selling  land  and  receiving  its  own 
stock  in  part  payment. 

C.  B.  Goodrich,  for  plaintiffs.  Selling  land  of  the  corporation, 
and  receiving  paj'ment  of  the  purchase  money  in  whole  or  in  part; 
at  the  election  of  the  purchaser,  in  the  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  corporation,  is  a  breach  of  trust.  This  is  especially  true  when 
it  is  proposed  to  receive  the  shares  at  a  sum  much  above  the  market 
value.  It  operates  to  the  prejudice  and  injuiy  of  such  of  the  share- 
holders as  are  unable  or  unwilUng  to  purchase  the  land  owned  by  the 
corporation.  It  is  in  effect  a  dividend,  or  return  of  capital  to  a  por- 
tion of  the  stockholders,  to  the  exclusion  of  others.  It  effects  a  reduc- 
tion of  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation  in  a  manner  not  authorized 
by  law.  The  defendant  corporation  has  no  power  under  its  original 
charter  to  reduce  its  capital  stock  ;  if  it  has  such  power,  it  is  derived 
from  Sts.  1870,  c.  224,  §  24,  and  1871,  c.  110.  The  Boston  Water 
Power  Company  has  no  authority  to  reduce  its  capital  stock  bj'  a  pur- 
chase thereof  for  the  purpose  of  cancellation,  or  for  a  resale  thereof. 
A  reduction  of  its  capital  stock,  if  allowable  in  any  case,  must  be  by  a 
particular  course  of  proceeding  provided  by  statutes,  cited  above. 

[Remainder  of  argument  omitted.] 

J).  Foster  <&  G.  W.  Baldwin,  for  defendants. 

Colt,  J.  This  case  is  heard  upon  bill  and  answers.  No  issue  is 
joined  upon  the  truth  of  the  defendants'  allegations,  and  the  only  ques- 
tions of  law  are  those  which  arise  upon  the  facts  thus  presented. 

At  an  annual  meeting  of  the  defendant  corporation  it  was  voted 
that  the  directors  be  authorized,  "if  in  their  judgment  the  interest  of 
the  company  will  be  thereby  promoted,  to  receive  in  part  payment  for 

'  Statement  abridged.  Only  so  mnch  of  the  opinion  ig  given  as  relates  to  a  single 
point.  — Ed. 
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the  land  of  the  company  hereafter  to  be  sold,  the  stock  of  the  com- 
pany, at  such  price  for  the  land  and  the  stock  as  may  be  deemed  for  the 
interest  of  the  stockholders."  Under  this  authority  the  directors  adver- 
tised a  number  of  lots  belonging  to  the  corporation  to  be  sold  at  public 
auction,  and  paid  for,  at  the  option  of  the  purchaser,  one  half  in  cash, 
and  one  half  in  the  stock  of  the  corporation  at  a  price  named  [viz., 
$73  per  share].  There  is  no  other  action  of  the  corporation  or  its  direc- 
tors, past  or  contemplated,  relied  on  to  support  the  bill.  The  prayer 
is  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined  and  restrained  from  selling  the  com- 
pany's lands  by  auction,  or  otherwise,  in  the  mode  proposed. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  vote  of  the  corporation,  or  in  the  action  of 
the  directors,  which  amounts  to  a  reduction  of  capital,  or  will  amount 
to  it,  if  the  proposed  sales  take  place.  That  must  depend  on  future 
corporate  action. 

The  only  questions  left  upon  the  pleadings  are,  whether  sales  may  be 
lawfully  made  of  the  company  lands  under  the  vote  of  the  stockhold- 
ers, at  the  annual  meeting,  to  be  paid  for  in  its  own  stock  at  a  price 
agreed,  which  price  does  not  exceed  its  intrinsic  value  as  based  upon  a 
reasonable  estimate  of  its  corporate  property ;  and  whether  the  agree- 
ment to  fill  the  lots  sold  to  the  usual  grade  can  be  lawfully  entered  into. 

In  the  absence  of  -legislative  provision  to  the  contrary,  a  corporation 
may  hold  and  sell  its  own  stock,  and  maj'  receive  it  in  pledge  or  in 
payment  in  the  lawful  exercise  of  its  corporate  powers.  Leland  v. 
Hayden,  102  Mass.  542.  American  Railway-Frog  Co.  v.  Haven, 
101  Mass.  398.  Nesmith  v.  Washington  Bank,  6  Pick.  324,  329. 
Coleman  v.  Columbia  Oil  Co.  51  Penn.  State,  74.  City  Bank  of 
Columbus  V.  Bruce,  17  N.  Y.  507.     Ex  parte  Holmes,  5  Cowen,  426. 

We  cannot  see  that  the  rights  of  any  of  the  stockholders  will  be 
illegally  prejudiced  by  the  proposed  receipt  of  the  shares  in  payment 
for  its  land. 

•  •  •  •  •  .  •  • 

£iU  dismissed  with  costs. 
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TEEVOR  V.  WHITWORTH. 

1887.    Law  Reports,  12  Appeal  Cases,  409.1 

Appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

James  Schofleld  &  Sons  Limited  were  incorporated  in  1865  under  the 
Companies  Act  1862  with  a  capital  of  £150,000  in  15,000  shares  of  £10 
each.  The  objects,  as  stated  in  the  memorandum  of  association,  were  to 
acquire  and  carry  on  the  business  of  certain  flannel  manufacturers,  and 
any  other  businesses  and  transactions  which  the  company  might  con- 
sider to  be  in  any  way  conducive  or  auxiliary  thereto,  or  proper  to  be 
carried  on  in  connection  therewith. 

The  memorandum  did  not  authorize  the  company  to  purchase  its  own 
shares ;  but  the  articles  of  association  purported  to  authorize  such 
purchases. 

The  company  having,  in  1884,  gone  into  liquidation,  a  claim  was 
made  against  the  company  by  the  respondents,  as  executors  of  Whit- 
worth,  a  deceased  shareholder,  for  the  balance  of  the  price  of  Whit- 
worth's  shares  sold  by  the  executors  to  the  company  in  1880,  and  not 
wholly  paid  for. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  of  the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster  disallowed 
the  claim. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  (Cotton,  Bowen  and  Fry  L.J  J.)  reversed  this 
decision  and  allowed  the  claim.  Against  this  last  decision  the  oflScial 
liquidators  now  appealed. 

Bigby  Q.  C,  and  0.  Leigh  Clare,  for  appellants. 

Homer  Q.  C,  and  A.  C.  Maberley,  for  respondents. 

Lord  Herschell. 

I  pass  now  to  the  main  question  in  this  case,  which  is  one  of  great 
and  general  importance,  whether  the  company  had  power  to  purchase 
the  shares.  The  result  of  the  judgment  in  the  Court  below  is  certainly 
somewhat  startling.  The  creditors  of  the  companj'  which  is  being 
wound  up,  who  have  a  right  to  look  to  the  paid-up  capital  as  the  fund 
out  of  which  their  debts  are  to  be  discharged,  find  coming  into  com- 
petition with  them  persons  who,  in  respect  only  of  their  having  been, 
and  having  ceased  to  be,  shareholders  in  the  companj',  claim  that  the 
company  shall  pay  to  them  a  part  of  that  capital.  The  memorandum 
of  association,  it  is  admitted,  does  not  authorize  the  purchase  by  the 
company  of  its  own  shares.  It  states,  as  the  objects  for  which  the 
company  is  established,  the  acquiring  certain  manufacturing  businesses 
and  the  undertaking  and  carrying  on  the  businesses  so  acquired,  and 
any  other  business  and  transaction  which  the  eorapanj'  consider  to  be 

1  Statement  abridged.    Arguments  and  portions  of  opinions  omitted.  —  Eo. 
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in  any  way  auxiliary  tliereto,  or  proper  to  be  carried  on  in  connection 
tlierewith. 

It  cannot  be  questioned,  since  the  case  of  Ashbury  Jiailway  Car- 
riage and  Iron  Company  v.  Miche,^  that  a  companj'  cannot  employ 
its  funds  for  the  purpose  of  any  transactions  which  do  not  come  within 
the  objects  specified  in  the  memorandum,  and  that  a  company  cannot 
by  its  articles  of  association  extend  its  power  in  this  respect.  These 
propositions  are  not  and  could  not  be  impeached  in  the  judgments  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal,  but  it  is  said  to  be  settled  by  authoritj',  that 
although  a  company  could  not  under  such  a  memorandum  as  the  pres- 
ent, by  articles  authorize  a  trafB.cking  in  its  own  shares,  it  might 
authorize  the  board  to  buy  its  shares  "  whenever  they  thought  it  desir- 
able for  the  purposes  of  the  company,"  or  "  in  cases  where  it  was  inci- 
dental to  the  legitimate  objects  of  the  company  that  it  should  do  so." 
The  former  is  Lord  Justice  Cotton's  expression  ;  the  latter  that  of  Lord 
Justice  Bowen. 

I  will  first  consider  the  question  apart  from  authoritj',  and  then 
examine  the  decisions  relied  on. 

The  Companies  Act  1862  requires  (sect.  8)  that  in  the  case  of  a  com- 
panj- where  the  liability  of  thg  shareholders  is  limited,  the  memorandum 
shall  contain  the  amount  of  the  capital  with  which  the  companj'  pro- 
poses to  be  registered,  divided  into  shares  of  a  certain  fixed  amount; 
and  provides  (sect.  12)  that  such  a  company  may  increase  its  capital 
and  divide  it  into  shares  of  larger  amount  than  the  existing  shares,  or 
convert  its  paid-up  shares  into  stock,  but  that  "  save  as  aforesaid,  no 
alteration  shall  be  made  bj'  anj-  company  in  the  conditions  contained 
in  its  memorandum  of  association." 

What  is  the  meaning  of  the  distinction  thus  drawn  between  a  com- 
pany without  limit  on  the  liabilitj-  of  its  members  and  a  companj'  where 
the  liability  is  limited,  but,  in  the  latter  case,  to  assure  to  those  dealing 
with  the  company  that  the  whole  of  the  subscribed  capital,  unless  dimin- 
ished by  expenditure  upon  the  objects  defined  by  the  memorandum, 
shall  remain  available  for  the  discharge  of  its  liabilities  ?  The  capital 
may,  no  doubt,  be  diminished  by  expenditure  upon  and  reasonably  inci- 
dental to  all  the  objects  specified.  A  part  of  it  may  be  lost  in  carrying 
on  the  business  operations  authorized.  Of  this  all  persons  trusting  the 
company  are  aware,  and  take  the  risk.  But  I  think  thej'  have  a  right 
to  rely,  and  were  intended  by  the  Legislature  to  have  a  right  to  rely; 
on  the  capital  remaining  undiminished  by  any  expenditure  outside  these 
limits,  or  by  the  return  of  any  part  of  it  to  the  shareholders. 

Experience  appears  to  have  shewn  that  circumstances  might  occur  in 
which  a  reduction  of  the  capital  would  be  expedient.  Accordingly,  by 
the  Act  of  1867  provision  was  made  enabling  a  company  under  strictly 
defined  conditions  to  reduce  its  capital.  Nothing  can  be  stronger  than 
these  carefully-worded  provisions  to  shew  liow  inconsistent  with  the 

1  Law  Rep.  7  H.  L.  653. 
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very  constitution  of  a  joint  stock  companj-,  with  limited  liability,  the 
right  to  reduce  its  capital  was  considered  to  be. 

Let  me  now  invite  your  Lordships'  attention  to  the  facts  of  the  pres- 
ent case.  The  company  had  purchased,  prior  to  the  date  of  the  liqui- 
dation, no  less  than  4142  of  its  own  shares  ;  that  is  to  say,  considerably 
more  than  a  fourth  of  the  paid-up  capital  of  the  company  had  been 
either  paid,  or  contracted  to  be  paid,  to  shareholders,  in  consideration 
only  of  their  ceasing  to  be  so.  I  am  quite  unable  to  see  how  this  ex- 
penditure was  incurred  in  respect  of  or  as  incidental  to  any  of  the 
objects  specified  in  the  memorandum.  And,  if  not,  I  have  a  diflSculty 
in  seeing  how  it  can  be  justified.  If  the  claim  under  consideration  can 
be  supported,  the  result  would  seem  to  be  this,  that  the  whole  of  the 
shareholders,  with  the  exception  of  those  holding  seven  individual 
shares,  might  now  be  claiming  payment  of  the  sums  paid  upon  their 
shares  as  against  the  creditors,  who  had  a  right  to  look  to  the  moneys 
subscribed  as  the  source  out  of  which  the  company's  liabilities  to  them 
were  to  be  met.  And  the  stringent  precautions  to  prevent  the  reduc- 
tion of  the  capital  of  a  limited  company,  without  due  notice  and  judicial 
sanction,  would  be  idle  if  the  company  might  pui-chase  its  own  shares 
wholesale,  and  so  effect  the  desired  result.  I  do  not  think  it  was  dis- 
puted that  a  company  could  not  enter  upon  such  a  transaction  for  the 
purpose  of  reducing  its  capital,  but  it  was  suggested  that  it  might  do  so 
if  .that  were  not  the  object,  but  it  was  considered  for  some  other  reason 
desirable  in  the  interest  of  the  company  to  do  so.  To  the  creditor, 
whose  interests,  I  think,  sects.  8  and  12  of  the  Companies  Act  were 
intended  to  protect,  it  makes  no  diflference  what  the  object  of  the  pur- 
chase is.  The  result  to  him  is  the  same.  The  shareholders  receive 
back  the  moneys  subscribed,  and  there  passes  into  their  pockets  what 
before  existed  in  the  form  of  cash  in  the  coffers  of  the  company,  or  of 
buildings,  macbinerj-,  or  stock  available  to  meet  the  demands  of  the 
creditors. 

What  was  the  reason  which  induced  the  company  in  the  present  case 
to  purchase  its  shares?  If  it  was  that  they  might  sell  them  again,  this 
would  be  a  trafficking  in  the  shares,  and  clearly  unauthorized.  If  it 
was  to  retain  them,  this  would  be  to  my  mind  an  indirect  method  of 
reducing  the  capital  of  the  company.  The  only  suggestion  of  another 
motive  (and  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  suggestion  unsupported  by  proof) 
is  that  this  was  intended  to  be  a  family  company,  and  that  the  direct- 
ors wanted  to  keep  the  shares  as  much  as  possible  in  the  hands  of 
those  who  were  partners,  or  who  were  interested  in  the  old  firm,  or  of 
those  persons  whom  the  directors  thought  they  would  like  to  be 
amongst  this  small  number  of  shareholders.  I  cannot  think  that  the 
employment  of  the  company's  money  in  the  purchase  of  shares  for 
any  such  purpose  was  legitimate.  The  business  of  the  company  was 
that  of  manufacturers  of  flannel.  In  what  sense  was  the  expenditure 
of  the  company's  money  in  this  way  incidental  to  the  carrying  on  of 
Buch  a  business,  or  how  could  it  secure  the  end  of  enabling  the  bust- 
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ness  to  be  more  profitabl}'  or  satisfactorily  carried  on  ?  I  can  quite 
understand  that  the  directors  of  a  company  may  sometimes  desire  that 
the  shareholders  should  not  be  numerous,  and  that  they  should  be 
persons  likely  to  leave  them  with  a  free  hand  to  carry  on  their  opera- 
tions. But  I  think  it  would  be  most  dangerous  to  countenance  the 
view  that,  for  reasons  such  as  these,  they  could  legitimately  expend 
the  moneys  of  the  company  to  any  extent  they  please  in  the  purchase 
of  its  shares.  No  doubt  if  certain  shareholders  are  disposed  to  hamper 
the  proceedings  of  the  company,  and  are  willing  to  sell  their  shares, 
they  may  be  bought  out ;  but  this  must  be  done  by  persons,  existing 
shareholders  or  others,  who  can  be  induced  to  purchase  the  shai-es,  and 
not  out  of  the  funds  of  the  company. 


BOOTH  V.  EOBINSON. 

1881.    55  Maryland,  419.1 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court. 

Bill  in  equity,  by  certain  stockholders  in  the  Powhatan  Steamboat 
Company,  against  defendants,  some  of  whom  were  directors  in  that 
corporation,  to  obtain  redress  for  wilful  and  fraudulent  mismanage- 
ment of  the  corporate  affairs.  Answers  were  filed,  and  evidence  in- 
troduced. It  appeared  that  another  corporation,  the  Steam  Packet 
Company,  had  purchased  about  one  third  of  the  stock  of  the  Powhatan 
Company,  and  that  thereafter  two  of  the  directors  of  the  Steam  Packet 
Company  had  been  elected  directors  in  the  Powhatan  Company.  It 
was  charged  that  said  directors  were  parties  to  a  combination  formed 
for  the  purpose  of  mismanaging  and  ruining  the  Powhatan  Company ; 
and  that  such  ruin  had  been  finally  accomplished. 

M.  W.  Baldwin,  Geo.  Hawkins  Williams,  and  S.  Teachle  WaUis,  for 
appellants. 

Randolph  Barton  and  /.  Nevett  Steele,  for  appellees. 

Alvby,  J. 

The  first  question  is,  as  to  the  power  of  the  Steam  Packet  Company 
to  purchase  and  hold  the  stock  of  the  Powhatan  Company.  This, 
it  is  contended  by  the  plaintiffs,  could  not  be  done  without  express 
authority  by  law.  But  while  some  courts  have  so  held,  the  great 
weight  of  authority  is  the  other  way.  There  is  nothing  in  the  charter 
of  the  Steam  Packet  Company,  or  in  the  nature  of  its  business,  that 
would,  in  the  slightest  manner,  forbid  the  exercise  of  such  power ; 
and  having  money  to  loan  or. invest,  there  would  appear  to  be  no  good 
reason  why  it  might  not  invest  in  the  stock  of  other  corporations  as 
well  as  in  any  other  funds,  provided  it  be  done  bona  fide,  and  with  no 
sinister  or  unlawful  purpose.     The  courts  of  England  at  one  time 
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strongly  opposed  the  right  of  one  corporation  to  deal  or  invest  in  the 
stock  of  another  corporation  without  express  authority  for  so  doing ; 
but  that  opposition  has  been  entirely  overcome,  and  it  is  now  settled 
there,  that  one  corporation  may  deal  in  the  shares  of  another,  without 
express  authority  so  to  do,  unless  where  expressly  prohibited,  or  the 
nature  of  its  business  render  it  improper  so  to  deal.  He  JBamed's 
Bank,  L.  B.,  3  Ch.,  105  ;  Be  Asiatic  Banking  Co.,  L.  B.,  4  Ch.,  252.  In 
the  latter  of  the  cases  just  cited,  Lord  Justice  Sblwyn,  in  speaking 
of  this  power  of  corporations,  said,  "  As  to  the  capacity  of  a  trad- 
ing corporation  to  accept  shares  in  another  trading  corporation,  it  is 
sufficient  for  me  to  say  that  I  entirely  agree  with  the  judgment  of 
Lord  Cairns,  in  the  case  of  Bamed's  Banking  Company,  viz.,  that 
there  is  not,  either  by  the  common  or  statute  law,  anything  to  pro~ 
hibit  one  trading  corporation  from  taking  or  accepting  shares  in  an- 
other trading  corporation.  There  may,  of  course,  be  circumstances 
which  prohibit  or  render  it  improper  for  a  company  so  to  do,  having 
regard  to  its  own  constitution,  as  deiined  by  its  memorandum  and 
articles."  It  is  in  accordance  with  this  statement,  that  the  law  is 
laid  down  as  settled,  by  Brice,  in  his  work  on  Ultra  Vires,  pp.  91,  92. 
And  in  this  State,  the  same  principle  has  been  fully  sanctioned  in  the 
case  of  ElysvUle  Manf.  Co.  v.  Okisko  Co.,  1  Md.  Ch.  Deo.,  392,  and 
same  case  affirmed  on  appeal,  in  5  Md.,  152.  Here,  the  stock  that 
was  purchased  on  account  of  the  Steam  Packet  Company  was  trans- 
ferred to  the  names  of  Eobinson  and  Shoemaker,  who  held  it  as  trus- 
tees for  the  benefit  of  the  Steam  Packet  Company ;  and  being  thus 
qualified,  they  were  legally  eligible  as  directors  in  the  Powhatan  Com- 
pany. The  fact  of  their  being  directors  of  the  Steam  Packet  Company 
in  no  way  disqualified  them  from  also  being  directors  of  the  Powhatan 
Company.  But  if  there  have  been  as  alleged  illegality  or  impropriety 
in  their  acts  and  proceedings  in  the  management  of  the  affairs  of  the 
latter  named  company,  such  acts  and  proceedings  are  subject  to  dif- 
ferent considerations. 

[Eemainder  of  opinion  omitted.] 


Smith,  J.,   in  PEARSON  v.  CONCOED  EAILEOAD,  NOETH- 
EEN   EAILEOAD,  h  al. 

1883.    62  JVeio  Hampshire,  537,  pp.  548-550. 

Smith,  J. 

The  case  finds  that  the  Northern  Eailroad  is  the  owner  of  1290 
shares  of  Concord  Eailroad  stock,  purchased  in  1873,  upon  which  it 
has  since  voted  at  the  meetings  of  the  Concord  Eailroad.  A  corporar 
tion  cannot  become  a  stockholder  in  another  corporation  unless  such 
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power  is  given  it  by  its  charter  or  is  necessarily  implied  in  it  {Frank- 
lin Co.  V.  Bank,  68  Me.  43 ;  Bank  v.  Agency  Co.,  24  Conn.  159,  Green 
Bri.  Ult.  V.  91,  and  cases  cited,  Mor.  Corp.,  s.  229  and  cases  cited), 
especially  if  the  purchase  be  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  or  affect- 
ing the  management  of  the  other  corporation.  Sumner  v.  Marcy,  3 
W.  &  M.  105 ;  Central  R.  B.  Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Ga.  582 ;  Haeelhurst. 
V.  Savannah  &c.  B.  B.  Co.,  43  Ga.  13;  G.  N.  B'y  Co.  v.  K  C.  B'y 
Co.,  21  L.  J.  Ch.  837 ;  Booth  v.  Bobinson,  55  Md.  419,  439.  Dealing 
in  stocks  is  not  expressly  prohibited  in  the  act  of  congress  providing 
for  the  organization  of  national  banks  (U.  S.  Eev.  St.,  s.  5136,  par.  7), 
but  such  prohibition  is  implied  from  the  failure  to  grant  the  power. 
Bank  v.  Bank,  92  U.  S.  122,  128.  Corporations  are  creatures  of  the 
legislature,  having  no  other  powers  than  such  as  are  given  to  them  by 
their  charters,  or  such  as  are  incidental  or  necessary  to  carry  into 
effect  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  established.  Downing  v.  Mt. 
W.  Bead  Co.,  40  N.  H.  230,  232 ;  Trustees  v.  Peaslee,  15  N.  H.  317, 
330 ;  Beaty  v.  Knowler's  Lessee,  4  Pet.  152 ;  Perrine  v.  Company,  9 
How.  172 ;  Bank  v.  Earle,  13  Pet.  519 ;  Trustees  Dartmouth  College 
V.  Woodward,  4  Wheat.  518,  636. 

Certain  classes  of  corporations,  such  as  religious  and  charitable  cor- 
porations, and  corporations  for  literary  purposes,  may  rightfully  in- 
vest their  moneys  in  the  stock  of  other  corporations.  The  power, 
if  not  expressly  mentioned  in  their  charters,  is  necessarily  implied, 
for  the  preservation  of  the  funds  with  which  such  institutions  are 
endowed,  and  to  render  their  funds  productive.  So  an  insurance 
company  or  savings  bank  may  rightfully  invest  its  capital  or  depos- 
its in  the  stocks  of  railroad  companies,  banks,  manufacturing  compa- 
nies, and  similar  corporations.  The  power  is  necessary  to  enable 
them  to  engage  in  the  business  for  which  they  are  organized,  and 
hence  is  implied,  if  not  expressly  granted,  in  their  charters.  Such 
investments  are  in  the  line  of  their  business.  On  the  other  hand,  a 
manufacturing  or  railroad  corporation  is  incorporated  to  do  the  busi- 
ness of  manufacturing,  or  transporting  passengers  and  merchandise. 
Investing  their  funds  in  that  of  other  corporations  is  not  in  the  line 
of  their  business.  Under  extraordinary  circumstances  it  may  become 
necessary  for  a  national  bank,  or  a  manufacturing  corporation,  or  a 
railroad  corporation,  to  acquire  stock  in  another  corporation,  as  in 
satisfaction  of  a  valid  debt,  or  by  way  of  security,  but  with  a  view  to 
its  subsequent  sale  or  conversion  into  money  so  as  to  make  good  or 
redeem  an  anticipated  loss.  Bank  v.  Bank,  92  U.S.  128 ;  Fleekner 
v.  Bank,  8  Wheat.  351. 

In  Hodges  v.  N.  E.  Screw  Co.,  1  E.  I.  312,  the  court  said  there  was 
no  doubt  the  defendant  company  might  have  taken  the  stock  in  the 
Iron  Company  in  payment  for  its  rolling-mill,  if  it  had  been  taken 
with  a  view  to  sell  again,  and  not  permanently  to  hold  it. 

The  Northern  Railroad  by  its  charter  was  vested  with  all  the 
powers  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  purposes  and  objects  of  its 
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incorporation,  subject  to  the  laws  in  relation  to  corporations  and  rail- 
roads contained  in  the  Revised  Statutes.  The  objects  of  its  incorpo- 
ration are  declared  to  be  the  accommodation  of  the  public  travel,  and 
the  transportation  of  goods  and  merchandise.  Laws  1844.  c.  190. 
It  was  not  contemplated  that  more  funds  would  be  raised  by  the  issue 
.  of  stock  than  was  necessary  to  construct  and  equip  its  road.  The 
provision  that  when  the  net  receipts  shall  amount  to  a  sum  making, 
with  the  prior  net  receipts  of  the  corporation,  more  than  an  average 
of  ten  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  commencement  of  its  operations, 
the  excess  shall  be  paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  state,  is  evidence 
that  the  legislature  never  contemplated  the  accumulation  of  a  fund 
from  its  earnings,  or  from  loans,  or  from  the  issue  of  stock,  to  be  in- 
vested in  the  stock  of  another  raUroad  corporation.  It  can  no  more 
make  a  permanent  investment  of  funds  in  the  stock  of  another  road 
than  it  can  engage  in  a  general  banking,  manufacturing,  or  steamboat 
business.  It  is  neither  incidental  to  the  purposes  of  its  incorporation, 
nor  necessary  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred  by  its  charter. 
If  it  can  purchase  any  portion  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Concord 
company,  it  may  buy  up  the  whole,  and  thus  engage  in  a  business  for 
which  its  charter  gives  it  no  authority.  And  what  would  hinder  a 
banking  corporation  from  becoming  a  manufacturing  company,  or  a 
manufacturing  company  from  becoming  a  railroad  common  carrier  ? 
But  the  facts  in  this  case  go  further.  The  stock  was  bought  at 
$105  or  f  106  per  share  (par  value,  $50),  a  price  largely  in  excess  of 
its  market  value,  and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  control  of  the  Con- 
cord, and  securing  more  favorable  contracts  to  itself.  In  Sumner  v. 
Marcy,  3  W.  &  M.  106,  the  corporation  was  chartered  to  deal  in  lum- 
ber, with  a  capital  of  $150,000,  of  which  only  $75,000  could  be  in- 
vested in  personal  property,  and  took  stock  in  a  bank  to  the  value  of 
$168,000.  for  the  purpose  of  getting  control  of  the  bank  —  a  clear 
violation  of  its  charter,  but  no  more  so  than  in  this  case.  The  pur- 
chase by  a  corporation  of  stock  in  another  corporation  will  be  en- 
joined at  the  instance  of  stockholders,  when  it  involves  a  misapplica- 
tion of  corporate  funds,  or  is  a  mere  speculation,  or  is  induced  by  a 
vicious  purpose.  Pierce  E.  R.  505.  If  the  investment  by  one  rail- 
road corporation  of  more  than  $135,000  in  the  stock  of  another  at 
prices  exceeding  its  market  value,  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  such 
corporation  for  its  own  benefit,  is  not  a  misapplication  of  corporate 
funds,  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  a  case  where  such  investment 
would  be. 
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1866.    Law  Reports,  3  Equity  Cases,  139,  pp.  150,  191.^ 

Page  Wood,  V.  C. 

Thieii  as  regards  the  second  branch  of  the  argument,  which  is  this ; 
that  assuming  this  not  to  be  within  the  clause  for  making  advances 
and  investing  in  securities,  the  directors  are  to  do  "all  such  things  as 
they  shall  consider  incidental  or  conducive  to  the  attainment  of  the 
above  objects  "  —  it  appears  to  me  to  be  much  too  wide  a  construction 
of  that  clause  to  say,  that  if  the  transaction  in  question  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  the  original  terms  there  stated,  it  can  be  brought  within 
the  scope  of  doing  that  which  is  considered  to  be  incidental  to  the 
attainment  of  the  objects,  the  objects  being  to  use  money,  by  making 
it  available  in  the  shape  of  a  return  of  interest,  or  of  discount.  How 
do  they  justify  it  in  this  resolution  ?  They  say,  if  we  take  all  these 
shares  in  the  bank,  it  will  increase  our  connections.  What  a  pro- 
digious extension  I  must  give  to  those  words  in  order  to  bring  it  within 
the  power  of  the  directors  to  do  anything  which  they  may  consider 
conducive  to  the  interests  of  the  company  by  increasing  its  connec- 
tions, however  unconnected  with  the  objects  stated !  I  apprehend 
those  powers  must  be  exercised  only  for  the  purpose  of  doing  some- 
thing bond  fide  connected  with  the  objects  to  be  attained,  and  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business  adapted  to  their  attainment.  This  was 
the  only  ground  on  which  I  proceeded  in  the  ease  of  Taunton  v. 
Boyal  Insurance  Company,  2  H.  &  M.  135.  There  I  found  that  the 
transaction  impeached  was  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  and 
in  the  way  in  which  other  people  conducted  their  business.  In  that 
case,  if  a  large  amount  of  advertisement,  or  of  expenditure  of  money, 
had  been  found  necessary,  it  would  have  been  laid  out  properly ;  but 
to  carry  the  principle  on  to  any  remote  extension  of  the  objects,  on 
the  ground  that  if  shares  were  bought  in  this  bank  there  would  be 
some  control  over  the  business  of  the  discounting,  would  be,  I  appre- 
hend, wholly  unwarranted  by  the  plainest  rules  of  construction,  which 
must  limit  the  company's  powers  to  those  transactions  which  are 
naturally  conducive  to  the  objects  specified.  If  the  principle  were 
thus  extended,  it  would  apply  to  the  buying  shares  in  every  sort  of 

1  The  memorandum,  relative  to  the  incorporation  of  the  Joint  Stock  Discount  Company, 
states  certain  specific  objects  for  which  the  company  is  established,  including  the  discount- 
ing of  bills  and  notes ;  and  then  adds :  "and  the  doing  of  all  such  things  as  the  directors 
shall  consider  incidental  or  conducive  to  the  attainment  of  the  above  objects."  The  dirept- 
ors  invested  funds  of  the  said  company  in  the  shares  of  a  new  banking  company.  The 
Vice-Chancellor  held,  that  such  an  investment  did  not  come  within  the  objects  specifically 
stated  in  the  memorandum.  He  then  discussed  the  question  whether  the  investment  could 
be  upheld  under  the  general  clause  above  quoted.  —  £d. 
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undertaking  —  a  brewery,  for  instance,  or  any  other  business  where 
discounts  might  be  of  use.  The  company  might  become  shipbuild- 
ers, or  might  be  engaged  in  any  other  business ;  they  might  buy -a 
share  in  any  general  merchant's  business,  because  there  would  be 
bills  in  that  business  which  would'  want  discounting,  and  so  they 
might  get  more  business. 

In  this  case  the  proceeding  is  simply  an  embarking  in  a  totally  dif- 
ferent business ;  it  is  not  the  buying  shares  for  the  purpose  of  selling 
them  again,  or  for  investment,  or  anything  of  that  kind,  but  it  is  buy- 
ing shares  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  the  particular  business  which 
the  company  have  to  conduct.  I  think  that  it  is  clear  that  the  bill 
must  be  answered,  and  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled,  with  costs. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

THE  VALIDITY  OF  VOTING  TRUSTS. 


VANDERBILT  v.  BENNETT. 

1889.    6  Pa.  Count!/  Court  Reports,  193.' 

Bill  in  equity.  Exceptions  to  master's  report,  C.  P.  No.  1,  Allegheny 
County. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Cornelius  Vanderbilt  against  Bennett  et  als.,  to 
restrain  defendant  from  exercising  the  voting  power  incident  to  2,000 
shares  of  stock  in  the  Pittsburgh  &  Lake  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  owned  bj' 
plaintiff ;  and  to  restrain  them  from  interfering  with  plaintiff  in 
the  exercise  of  his  rights  of  ownership  thereof.  Defendant  filed  an 
answer.  Tlie  cause  was  referred  to  C.  S.  Fetterman,  Esq.,  as  master, 
whose  findings  of  fact  were,  in  part,  as  follows : 

October  20,  1877,  an  agreement  in  writing  was  entered  into  by  vari- 
ous stockholders  of  the  railroad  company,  including  William  H.  Van- 
derbilt, who  then  owned  2,000  shares.  By  this  agreement  all  the 
shares  of  the  subscribers  were  to  be  registered  in  the  names  of  trustees, 
and  these  trustees  and  their  successors  were  to  have  perpetual  power 
to  vote  upon  the  same ;  and  were  to  vote  with  a  view  to  carry  out  cer- 
tain objects  and  policies  defined  in  the  agreement.  Certificates  were  to 
be  issued,  and  were  issued,  to  Vanderbilt  and  other  subscribers  giving 
them  all  the  rights  of  stockholdei's  except  the  right  to  vote  upon  the 
stock,  and  reciting  that  the  perpetual  power  of  voting  is  vested  in  the 
trustees. 

At  the  death  of  William  H.  Vanderbilt,  in  1886,  the  2,000  shares 
became  vested  in  Cornelius  Vanderbilt,  whose  right  to  vote  upon  the 
same  was  denied  at  the  annual  election  in  1887. 

No  consideration  passed  between  the  subscribers  to  the  trust  agree- 
ment or  between  them  and  the  trustees ;  and  the  defendants,  who  were 
the  trustees  at  the  time  suit  was  brought,  claimed  no  interest  in  the 
Btock  covered  bj-  the  agreement,  except  the  right  to  vote  it. 

The  Act  of  Assembly  of  Pennsj'lvania,  of  February  19,  1849,  to 

1  Statement  abridged.  —  Ed. 
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which  the  Pittsburgh  &  Lake  Erie  E.  R.  Co.  was  subject,  provides,  that 
at  all  general  meetings  or  elections  by  the  stockholders,  each  share  of 
stock  shall  entitle  the  holder  thereof  to  one  vote ;  and  that  no  proxy 
shall  be  received,  unless  the  same  shall  have  been  executed  within  the 
three  months  preceding  such  election  or  general  meeting. 

The  master's  conclusions  of  law  were : 

1st.  That  the  trust  agreement  is  invalid  as  creating  an  unlawful  com- 
bination and  against  public  policj'. 

2d.  That  if  the  said  agreement  is  such  as  can  be  legally  sustained, 
it  is  simply  a  power  of  attorney  or  proxy,  and  revocable  at  the  option 
of  any  party  to  it. 

The  master's  opinion  on  the  second  point  is,  in  part,  as  follows : 

Ordinarily  the  authority-  of  an  agent  is  subordinate  to  that  of  his 
principal.  Whether  the  agency'  be  created  b3'  parol,  or  by  writing 
under  seal,  unless  it  be  coupled  with  an  interest  in  the  agent  in  the 
property,  which  would  be  detrimental  to  him  should  a  revocation  be 
attempted  before  the  objects  of  the  said  letter  of  attorney  or  trust  — 
whatever  it  may  be  —  be  accomplished,  the  agency  is  revocable  at  any 
time  by  the  principal  or  by  the  death  of  the  principal.  We  have  in 
this  case  an  agency  created,  and,  as  stated  bj'  the  paper  itself,  a  per- 
petual agency,  in  a  certain  bod}'  of  men  designated  as  trustees,  for  the 
purpose  of  voting  and  controlling  the  stock  of  the  parties  subscribing 
to  the  paper  hereinbefore  referred  to,  without  any  other  or  further  duty 
to  be  performed  in  regard  to  the  stock,  excepting  as  specified  in  said 
paper.  The  trustees  themselves  have  no  interest  whatever,  financial 
or  otherwise,  in  it,  and  no  right  to  control  the  transfer  or  disposition 
thereof  in  any  wise  whatsoever.  The  trust  raised  by  the  said  paper,  if 
any,  is  simply  and  purelj'  a  dry  trust,  if  we  may  so  call  it,  leaving  or 
giving  no  functions  whatever  for  the  trustees  to  perform,  except  the 
simple  voting  of  the  stock  subscribed  in  said  paper  and  in  accordance 
wicn  the  vote  they  may  cast  to  control  the  organization  and  policy  of 
the  said  company.  It  is  common  sense  and  common  law  tl^at  the  power 
or  authority  of  the  agent  cannot  be  greater  than  that  delegated  to  him 
by  his  principal. 

[After  quoting  from  Griffith  v.  Jewett,  Superior  Court  of  Cincinnati, 
15  Weekly  Law  Bulletin,  119,  and  Safer  v.  Jewett,  14  Weekly  Law 
Bulletin,  68,  the  master  proceeds  :] 

Every  proxy,  although  by  its  terms  irrevocable,  is  revocable  unless 
coupled  with  an  interest.     Story  on  Agency,  s.  476. 

The  principal  maj'  revoke  the  authority  of  his  agent  at  his  mere 
pleasure  if  the  agent  has  no  interest  in  its  execution,  and  there  is  no 
valid  consideration  for  it.  It  is  treated  as  a  mere  nude  pact  and  is 
deemed  in  law  to  be  revocable  upon  the  general  principle  that  he  alone 
who  has  an  interest  in  the  execution  of  an  act  is  also  entitled  to  con- 
trol it.  Blachstone  v.  Buttermore,  53  Pa.  266  ;  Hartley  <&  Minor's  Ap., 
53  Pa.  212  ;  also  see  Walker -v.  Dennison,  86  Illinois,  142  ;  McGregor 
V.  Gardner,  14  Iowa,  340 ;  ITunt  v.  Bousmanier,  8  Wheaton,  201 . 
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To  constitute  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest,  the  interest  must  be 
in  the  subject-matter  on  which  the  power  is  to  operate,  and  not  in  the 
mere  results  of  its  execution.    Martley  &  Minor's  Ap.,  supra. 

There  is  no  consideration  whatever  between  the  trustees  and  the 
subscribers ;  none  is  claimed  or  mentioned  in  the  agreement  itself,  and 
as  between  the  subsciibers  themselves,  there  is  also  none.  The  mere 
fact  that  several  or  a  majority  have  signed  does  not  furnish  a  support- 
ing consideration.     16  Ohio,  27  ;  41  Ohio,  527  ;  131  Mass.  528. 

No  one  subscriber  acquired  under  the  agreement  anj-  interest  in  any 
other  one  stock  or  an  undivided  interest  in  the  whole  of  the  stock 
represented  by  the  subscribers.  No  real  and  special  consideration  is 
claimed,  and  without  this  the  agreement  cannot  be  supported.  An 
agreement  of  shareholders  not  to  sell,  pledge  or  give  proxy  for  their 
shares,  except  by  concurrent  consent,  is  void  without  such  considera- 
tion.    Msher  v.  £us/i,  35  Hun  (N.  Y.),  641. 

The  entire  beneficial  interest  in  the  stock  is  severally  vested  in  the 
subscriber,  the  voting  power  in  the  trustees,  and  does  not  differ  mate- 
rially from  what  it  would  be  if  the  stockholders  retaining  their  shares 
had  simply  united  in  a  proxy  authorizing  the  trustees  to  cast  the  vote 
of  all  of  them.     Griffith  v.  Jewett,  supra. 

The  master  is,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  said  paper  called  a  deed  of 
trust,  if  valid,  is  in  effect  nothing  more  than  a  power  of  attorney,  or 
proxy,  given  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  designs  of  the  parties 
therein  mentioned,  and  as  such,  revocable  at  the  pleasure  of  any  party 
to  it.  And  under  all  the  facts  of  the  ease  the  complainant  is  entitled 
to  relief,  and  [the  master]  would  recommend  a  decree  therefor  as 
prayed  for  in  the  said  bill  of  complaint. 

To  this  report  the  defendants  excepted. 

George  Shiras,  Jr.,  Jarvis  M.  Adams,  and  Stevenson  Butler,  for 
the  exceptions. 

John  Dalsell,  and  ^nox  ds  Meed,  contra. 

Stowe,  p.  J.  The  questions  involved  in  this  controversy  are  of  the 
gravest  character,  and  should  have  had  a  more  deliberate  and  careful 
consideration,  both  by  the  master  and  the  court,  than  either  have  had 
time  to  bestow  upon  it.  The  former  has  had  four  or  five  days  to  prepare 
his  report,  and  the  latter  one  day  to  consider  the  exceptions.  It  is 
hoped  that  this  will  be  sufiB.cient  apology  for  any  short-comings  in  the 
one  and  the  want  of  an  extended  opinion  by  the  other  sustaining 
the  views  entertained  by  the  court  in  this  matter.  We  think  that 
the  trust  agreement  in  question  is  absolutely  void  as  contrarj'  to  public 
policj',  and  because  it  substantiallj'  amounts  to  a  repeal  of  our  Act  of 
Assembly  in  regard  to  the  right  to  vote  incident  to  the  ownership  of 
railroad  stock.  But  whether  this  be  so  or  not,  which,  as  the  case 
stands,  is  not  judicially  before  us  for  our  determination,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  it  is  at  least  revocable  by  the  plaintiff,  and  has  been  duly 
revoked  so  far  as  his  stock  is  concerned,  and,  therefore,  the  exceptions 
to  the  master's  report  are  now  overruled,  and  decree  in  accordance 
herewith  pro  ut. 
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But  we  are  also  of  opiniou  that  under  the  circumstauces  of  this  case 
the  plaintiff  should  pay  the  costs  of  this  proceeding. 

Note.  An  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  from  the  decree  entered  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion  was  non  pressed  at  October  Term,  1888, 
\t  being  understood  that  the  parties  had  agreed  upon  a  settlement. 
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1890.    60  Coim.  {8uj>plement),  653,  pp.  578-581. 


It  seems  to  the  court  that  the  surrender  by  a  stockholder  of  his 
power  and  right  to  vote  on  his  stock  for  the  term  of  five  years  is  con- 
trary to  the  policy  of  the  law  of  this  state.  Were  this  a  power  of 
attorney  in  formal  terms,  no  claim  would  be  made  but  that  it  was  not 
only  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law  of  this  state,  but  in  direct  con- 
flict with  our  statute,  which  says  that  "  no  person  shall  vote  at  any 
meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  any  bank  or  railroad  company,  by  virtue 
of  any  power  of  attorney  not  executed  within  one  year  next  preceding 
such  meeting ;  and  no  such  power  shall  be  used  at  more  than  one 
annual  meeting  of  such  corporation."  Gen.  Statutes,  §  1927.  This 
statute  tends  to  disclose  what  the  policy  of  the  law  of  this  state  is, 
touching  the  matter  of  the  surrender  by  a  stockholder  of  his  voting 
power  to  some  one  else.  It  would  seem  that  it  is  opposed  to  such  sur- 
render for  an  indefinite  period  or  for  a  period  of  five  years.  Evidently 
it  was  thought  a  longer  surrender  of  the  voting  power  would  result 
disastrously  in  many  ways. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  as  much  disaster  might  follow  to  the  busi- 
ness and  the  finances  of  a  corporation  and  the  interest  of  stockholders, 
where  the  voting  power  is  yielded  up  in  a  five  3-ear8  voting  trust,  as  by 
a  five  years  power  of  attorney.  The  difference  between  an  irrevocable 
power  and  a  power  irrevocable  for  five  years,  is  a  difference  in  degree 
and  not  in  principle.  A  five  year  votinsi  power,  irrevocable  for  that 
time,  would  furnish  time  enough  and  opportunity  enough  to  realize  all  the 
evils  which  our  one  year  statute  is  manifestly  intended  to  guard  against. 

It  is  the  policy  of  our  law  that  an  untrarameled  power  to  vote  shall 
be  incident  to  the  ownership  of  the  stock,  and  a  contract  by  which  the 
real  owner's  power  is  hampered  by  a  provision  therein  that  he  shall 
vote  just  as  somebody  else  dictates,  is  objectionable.  I  think  it  against 
the  policy  of  our  law  for  a  stockholder  to  contract  that  his  stock  shall 
be  voted  just  as  some  one  who  has  no  beneficial  interest  or  title  in  or 
to  the  stock  directs ;  saving  to  himself  simply  the  title,  the  right  td 
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dividends,  and  perhaps  tlie  right  to  cast  the  vote  directed,  willing  of 
unwilling,  whether  it  be  for  his  interest,  for  the  interest  of  other  stock- 
holders, or  for  the  interest  of  the  corporation,  or  otherwise.  This 
I  conceive  to  be  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  whether  the  power  so  to 
vote  be  for  five  years  or  for  all  time.  It  is  the  policy  of  our  law  that 
ownership  of  stock  shall  control  the  property  and  the  management 
of  the  corporation,  and  this  cannot  be  accomplished,  and  this  good 
policy  is  defeated,  if  stockholders  are  permitted  to  surrender  all  their 
discretion  and  will,  in  the  important  matter  of  voting,  and  suffer  them- 
selves to  be  mere  passive  instruments  in  the  hands  of  some  agent  who 
has  no  interest  in  the  stock,  equitable  or  legal,  and  no  interest  in  the 
general  prosperity  of  the  corporation. 

And  this  is  not  entirely  for  the  protection  of  the  stockholder  himself, 
but  to  compel  a  compliance  with  the  duty  which  each  stockholder  owes 
his  fellow-stockholder,  to  so  use  such  power  and  means  as  the  law  and 
his  ownership  of  stock  give  him,  that  the  general  interest  of  stockhold- 
ers shall  be  protected,  and  the  general  welfare  of  the  corporation  sus- 
tained, and  its  business  conducted  by  its  agents,  managers  and  officers, 
so  far  as  may  be,  upon  prudent  and  honest  business  principles,  and  with 
just  as  little  temptation  to  and  opportunity  for  fraud,  and  the  seeking  of 
individual  gains  at  the  sacrifice  of  the  general  welfare,  as  is  possible. 
This  I  take  it  is  the  duty  that  one  stockholder  in  a  corporation  owes  to 
his  fellow-stockholder ;  and  he  cannot  be  allowed  to  disburden  himself 
of  it  in  this  way.  He  may  shirk  it  perhaps  by  refusing  to  attend  stock- 
holders' meetings,  or  by  declining  to  vote  when  called  upon,  but  the 
law  will  not  allow  him  to  strip  himself  of  the  power  to  perform  his 
Anty.  To  tiiis  extent,  at  least,  a  stockholder  stands  in  a  fiduciary 
relation  to  his  fellow-stockholders.  For  these  reasons  I  hold  that  this 
trust  agreement  is  void  as  against  the  policj'  of  the  law  of  this  state. 

And  why  is  not  the  voting  power  surrendered  in  this  trust  agree- 
ment the  equivalent  of  a  power  of  attorney,  and  why  has  not  the  right 
of  this  Trust  Company  and  this  committee  to  control  and  east  the  vote 
upon  this  stock,  if  at  any  time  they  had  any  legal  right  to  exercise  it, 
ceased  to  exist  ?  It  is  now  more  than  one  year  since  the  voting  power 
was  executed,  and  that  power  has  been  used  already  at  one  annual 
meeting.  Why  is  not  this  voting  power  in  this  trust  agreement,  and 
the  attempt  of  this  trustee  and  this  committee  to  exercise  it  now,  a 
disobedience  of  our  one  year  statute  above  quoted? 

It  is  claimed  that  it  is  not  a  power  of  attorney  because  the  Trust 
Gompanj-  holds  the  legal  title  to  the  stock.  It  is  said  that  the  right  to 
vote  on  the  stock  is  not  dissociated  from  the  legal  title  to  the  stock  in 
this  instance.  But  does  this  reply  quite  answer  the  objections  created 
by  the  facts  in  the  case,  and  is  it  quite  true  that  the  voting  power  here 
is  not  dissociated  from  the  legal  title  ?  An  examination  of  the  trust 
agreement  discloses  that  the  Trust  Company  is  a  mere  agent,  with  no 
beneficial  interest  in  the  stock.  It  holds  the  title,  but  the  real  owner 
is  somebody  else.    The  Trust  Company  is  simply  the  hand  to  cast  such 
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ballot  as  this  committee  directs.  The  committee  is  also  but  an  agent, 
but  without  the  legal  title  to  the  stock  or  any  title  to  it.  It  is  the 
head,  and  the  Trust  Company'  is  the  hand ;  simply  that.  The  com- 
mittee direct,  control,  and  select  what  vote  shall  be  cast,  and  are  the 
agents  and  attorneys  to  perform  this  very  essential  part  of  the  act  of 
voting. 

The  trust  company  is  one  of  the  parties  to  the  trust  agreement,  and 
it  holds  the  legal  title  to  the  stock,  and  as  such  holder  of  the  legal  title 
it  has  in  this  trust  agreement  surrendered  all  a  voter's  power  except 
the  mere  manual  act  of  casting  the  selected  ballot.  It  has  in  this  trust 
agreement  in  effect  surrendered  to  this  committee  the  power  to  select 
the  ballot.  It  has  conceded  to  this  ■  committee  the  power  to  demand 
that  it  shall  vote  as  they  direct.  What  remains  then  in  this  trustee  of 
the  voting  power,  beyond  being  the  mere  hand,  the  use  of  which  this 
committee  is  given  the  right  to  demand  for  this  purpose  at  any  stock- 
holders' meeting?  Is  not  the  full  voting  power  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses in  this  committee,  and  is  it  not  so  by  delegation?  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  voting  power  in  this  trust  agreement  f;ills  within  the  spirit 
and  intent  of  the  prohibition  of  oar  statute  heretofore  referred  to,  and 
is  terminated  by  lapse  of  time  and  the  use  of  it  already  at  one  annual 
meeting. 

It  is  insisted  that  there  is  nothing  illegal,  per  se,  in  the  pooling 
of  Steele  to  carry  out  a  scheme  of  extension  authorized  by  law  and 
favored  by  the  corporation.  This  may  be  true  under  proper  limita- 
tions, and  when  this  is  all  there  is  to  the  scheme ;  but  when  underlying 
that  pooling  contract  there  is  between  the  members  of  the  syndicate, 
who  are  directors  or  a  majority  of  the  directors  of  the  corporation, 
a  secret  agreement  which  enters  into  this  pooling  contract,  and  forms 
the  object  of  its  creation,  and  by  which  they  are  to  take  to  themselves 
the  profits  arising  from  such  extension,  or  from  the  contracts  which 
they  as  directors  make,  elements  of  unfairness  and  opportunity  for 
fraudulent  and  dishonest  practices  are  introduced,  which  the  court  can- 
not too  severely  condemn.  Such  a  pooling  contract  or  voting  trust 
is  in  violation  of  the  most  elementary  principles  of  law  governing  the 
flealings  of  trustees  with  trust  property  and  their  cestuis  que  trust. 
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1893.    98  Alabama,  92.1 

Appeal  from  Mobile  Chancery  Court. 

Bill  in  equity  by  stockholder  in  Mobile  &  Ohio  E.  E.  Co.  against  tho 
railroad  company,  the  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  et  al. 

In  1876,  the  railroad  company  was  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver ;  decrees 
of  foreclosure  had  been  rendered  in  suits  on  mortgages ;  and  its  total 
indebtedness  largely  exceeded  the  value  of  the  entire  railroad  property. 
An  arrangement  was  made  between  the  creditors  and  the  company 
whereby  the  creditors  accepted  debentures  in  lieu  of  their  original  evi- 
dences of  debt ;  and  the  great  majority  of  the  stockholders,  in  effect, 
conferred  upon  a  trustee  irrevocable  power  to  vote  upon  the  shares  so 
long  as  any  of  the  debentures  should  be  outstanding.  The  sharehold- 
ers assigned  their  stock  to  the  committee  of  reorganization  ;  the  com- 
mittee gave  the  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Company  an  irrevocable  power 
of  attorney  to  vote  upon  the  stock  so  long  as  any  of  the  debentures  should 
be  outstanding.  The  shareholders  who  had  thus  assigned  their  stock  to 
the  committee  received  in  exchange  new  certificates  entitling  them  to 
all  the  rights  and  privileges  which  pertain  to  the  ownership  of  the  said 
shares,  saving  and  excepting  that  such  ownership  is  subject  to  the  power 
heretofore  granted  by  the  owners  of  said  shares  to  the  Farmers'  Loan  & 
Trustf  Company,  in  trust  for  the  security  of  the  debentures,  to  vote  upon 
said  shares. 

Under  the  foregoing  adjustment,  all  the  creditors,  except  those  secured 
b}'  newly  issued  first  mortgage  bonds,  accepted  the  debentures  provided 
for,  in  lieu  of  their  former  evidence  of  debt ;  the  foreclosure  decrees 
were  assigned  to  the  Farmers'  Trust  Companj- ;  the  receiver,  under  the 
orders  of  the  court,  turned  the  property  over  to  the  railroad  company ; 
and  the  corporation  resumed  its  control  and  management  of  its  property 
and  business. 

In  1892,  the  plaintiffs  denied  the  authority  of  the  Trust  Company, 
under  the  power  of  attorney  held  bj'  it  to  vote  their  stock,  and  claimed 
for  themselves  the  right  to  vote  their  own  stock.  The  right  of  plaintiffs 
to  vote  at  the  stockholders'  meeting  was  denied.  Thereupon  plaintiffs 
filed  the  present  bill ;  praying,  among  other  things,  that  the  Farmers' 
Loan  &  Trust  Company  be  enjoined  from  voting  on  the  stock  under 
the  power  of  attorney ;  and  that  the  railroad  company  be  enjoined 
from  refusing  to  accept  the  votes  of  plaintiffs  and  of  other  stockholders. 

A  preliminary  injunction  was  granted.  The  defendants  moved  to 
dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  equity,  and  to  dissolve  the  injunction.  The 
Chancellor  overruled  the  motions.  From  his  decrees  an  appeal  was 
taken. 

1  Statement  abridged.  ArgnmeiitB  omitted.  Only  so  much  of  the  opinion  ia  gives 
SS  relates  to  a  single  point.  —  Kd. 
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M  J.  Phelps,  and  Fred.  W.  Whitridge,  for  raUroad  company, 
appellants. 

M  L.  Russell,  and  B.  P.  Deshon,  for  appellants. 

Hannis  Taylor,  for  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  appellants. 

M.  C.  Tompkins,  Gaylord  B.  Clark,  William  J.  Curtis,  and  Alfred 
Jaretzki,  for  appellees. 

Coleman,  J.  [After  stating  the  case.]  The  facts  stated  in  the  bill 
show,  that  by  the  reorganization  and  compromise  of  1876,  perfected 
in  1879,  the  voting  power  was  severed  from  the  stockholder,  and  until 
the  payment  of  the  debentures,  irrevocably  vested  in  the  Farmers'  Trust 
Company  and  the  debenture  holders.  It  is  contended  for  complainants 
that  the  agreement  was,  and  "  is  void  per  se"  because  1st :  "  It  con- 
travenes the  language  of  the  charter  of  the  railroad  company  ;  and  2d, 
because  it  is  against  public  policy." 

The  charter  expresslj'  provides,  "  Each  share  shall  entitle  the  holder 
thereof  to  one  vote,  which  vote  may  be  given  by  said  stockholder  in 
person,  or  by  lawful  proxy." 

So  far,  then,  as  the  right  to  vote  by  proxy  is  questioned,  the  charter 
expressly  grants  the  power,  and  the  legislature  has  thus  declared  that 
it  is  not  unlawful,  per  se,  to  separate  the  voting  power  from  the  stock- 
holder, so  far  as  the  appointment  of  a  proxy  may  be  considered  a  sev- 
erance of  the  voting  power.  Where  a  proxy  is  duly  constituted,  and  the 
power  of  the  appointment  is  without  limitation,  a  vote  cast  bj-  tlie  proxy 
binds  the  stockholder,  whether  exercised  in  behalf  of  his  interest  or  not, 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  vote  had  been  cast  hy  the  stockholder  in 
person.  "We  do  not  hold  that  a  power  of  attorne}',  absolute  in  its  terms, 
will  authorize  the  agent  or  proxy,  to  effect  contracts,  or  legalize  acts, 
outside  of  the  scope  of  his  authority,  or  contrary  to  law  or  public  policy, 
neither  could  the  stockholder  in  person  by  his  vote  eflfectuate  such  a 
result.  The  invalidity  of  acts  of  this  character  bj'  a  proxy,  rightly  un- 
derstood, is  not  made  to  rest  upon  the  ground,  that  there  has  been  a 
separation  of  the  voting  power  from  the  stockholders,  but  because  ol 
the  unlawful  purpose  for  which  the  proxy  was  appointed,  or  the  unlaw- 
ful end,  attempted  to  be  effected  by  the  exercise  of  the  voting  power. 
The  distinction  should  be  kept  in  view.  Take  the  case  of  the  Bich- 
mond  d;  Danville  Extension  Company  v.  The  Woodstock  Iron  Co., 
129  U.  S.  643,  cited  by  complainant.  The  "Woodstock  Iron  Co.  agreed 
to  pay  thirty  thousand  dollars,  if  the  Georgia  Pacific  Railroad  was  run 
through  the  town  of  Anniston,  where  the  "Woodstock  Iron  Co.  owned  a 
large  plant,  mines,  and  other  property.  The  contract  was  held  void 
as  being  against  public  policy.  No  question  of  the  separation  of  the 
voting  power  from  the  shareholder,  arose  in  the  case.  It  was  the 
character  of  the  contract,  the  unlawful  purpose  in  view,  to  build  up 
the  "Woodstock  Iron  Co.  at  the  expense  of  the  stockholders  of  the  rail- 
road company  that  was  condemned.  The  same  principle  applies  to 
many  other  cases  cited  in  which,  it  was  held,  "  that  contracts  made  to 
influence  railroad  companies  in  selecting  their  routes  and  erecting  theii 
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depots  and  stations  by  donations  in  land  and  money  to  some  of  its 
directors  and  stockholders  were  invalid,"  citing  Bestor  v.  Wathen,  60 
111.  131 ;  Linden  v.  Carpenter,  62  111.  307. 

Take  the  case  of  Hafer  y.  N.  T.,  Lake  Erie  &  Western  B.  B.  Co., 
14  Weekly  Law  Bulletin,  p.  68.  The  case  is  thus  stated :  "  A  control- 
ling interest  in  the  stock  of  the  Cincinnati,  Hamilton,  and  Dayton  Rail- 
road Company  was  bought  up  in  1882,  and  placed  in  the  name  of 
H.  I.  Jewett,  who  was  Vice-President  of  the  New  York,  Lake  Erie,  ami 
Western  Railway  Co.,  under  the  agreement  thao  he  should  give  irrevo- 
cable proxy  to  such  persons  as  the  Erie  should  appoint  to  vote  on  the 
stock ;  tliat  his  stock  certificates  should  be  left  in  the  hands  of  trustees, 
and  that  they  should  issue  to  the  respective  owners  of  the  stock  trust, 
or  pool  certificates  for  amounts  equal  to  their  respective  equitable  in- 
terest. On  all  stock  thus  pooled,  the  Erie  agreed  to  guarantee  a  certain 
dividend." 

The  court  declared  the  contract  void  "  both  on  the  ground  that  the 
power  is  denied  to  one  corporation  thus  to  acquire  control  of  another, 
and  that  the  stockholder  can  not  barter  away  the  right  to  vote  upon  his 
stock."  True  the  opinion  declares  as  an  independent  proposition,  "  that 
the  stockholder  can  not  barter  away  the  right  to  vote  upon  his  stock," 
and  yet  it  is  shown,  by  the  facts  of  the  case  and  the  opinion,  that  the 
purpose  to  be  effected  by  the  barter  of  the  right  to  vote,  to  wit,  the  plac- 
ing "  of  an  Ohio  corporation  into  the  hands  of  a  New  York  corporation," 
the  enabling  "one  corporation  to  acquire  control  over  another"  was 
illegal.  Speaking  of  the  facts  of  the  case  the  opinion  proceeds  as  .fol- 
lows :  "  It  is  obvious  that  the  rule  as  to  executed  contracts  can  not  be 
applied  to  the  plaintiff  for  any  such  reason  as  that  last  mentioned,  ,/br 
he  was  not  a  party  to  the  contract.  There  are  other  cases  wherein 
special  circumstances  made  it  imperative,  as  a  matter  of  good  faith, 
that  the  contract  should  not  be  interfered  with,  and  others,  when  the 
protection  of  interest  acquired  bj'  innocent  parties  caused  the  court  to 
refrain."  There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  requires  contracts  to  be  upheld 
which  are  void  as  against  public  policy,  in  order  to  preserve  "good 
faith"  or  "  innocent  parties."  The  rule  of  estoppel  is  often  applied  to 
prevent  undue  advantage  by  one  person  over  another,  but  the  rule  does 
not  extend  to  contracts  which  are  void  because  contravening  public  pol- 
icy. Considering  the  opinion  as  an  entirety,  we  do  not  regard  it  as 
authority  to  the  proposition,  that  an  agreement  which  provides  for  a 
separation  of  the  right  to  vote  from  the  holder  of  the  stock  is  "joer  se^" 
at  all  times  and  under  all  circumstances  contrary  to  public  policy  and 
void.  We  have  examined  case  after  case  and  find  generally  that  the 
agreements  declared  void  by  the  courts,  where  the  power  to  vote  was 
separated  from  the  stockholder  and  vested  in  third  persons,  were  under 
circumstances  which  showed  that  the  purpose  to  be  accomplished  was 
unlawful,  such  as  the  courts  would  not  sanction  if  the  principal  had 
voted  and  not  a  proxy  ;  and  in  cases  of  a  mere  dry  trust,  it  is  held  that 
the  stockholder  might  revoke  a  power  of  attorney  in  form  irrevocable^ 
The  doctrine  as  to  dry  trust  does  not  arise  in  this  case. 
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Certainly  the  case  of  Griffith  v.  Jewett,  15  Weekly  Law  Bulletin, 
119,  or  of  Moses  v.  Scott,  84  Ala.  608,  do  not  sustain  complainants' 
contention  in  this  respect.  If  there  were  no  precedents,  upon  princi- 
ple, we  would  hold  that  in  determining  the  validity  of  an  agreement, 
which  provides  for  the  vesting  of  the  voting  power  in  a  person  other 
than  the  stockholder,  regard  should  be  had  to  the  condition  of  the  par- 
ties, the  purpose  to  be  accomplished,  the  consideration  of  the  undertak- 
ing, interests  which  have  been  surrendered,  rights  acquired,  and  the 
consequences  to  result.  The  law  does  not  make  contracts  for  parties, 
neither  will  it  annul  them  except  to  preserve  its  own  majesty,  and  to 
conserve  the  greater  interest  of  the  public.  Let  us  examine  the  condi- 
tions of  the  parties,  the  purpose  in  view  and  effect  of  the  agreement  o( 
1876,  consummated  in  1879,  the  consideration  and  interest  surrendered 
and  rights  acquired  by  the  readjustment,  and  issue  of  the  debentures, 
the  position  of  the  complainants  thereto,  and  the  results  of  holding  that 
reorganization,  per  se,  void. 

The  complainants  belong  to  the  class  known  as  "Assenting  Stock- 
holders." They  surrendered  their  stock  to  the  committee  of  reor- 
ganization in  order  that  the  power  of  attornej',  executed  to  the  trust 
company  by  the  committee  of  reorganization,  might  be  executed,  and 
that  the  debentures  should  be  issued  to  the  creditors  of  the  railroad  cor- 
poration. The  certificates  of  stock  held  by  them  show,  upon  their  face, 
that  they  are  subject  to  the  power  of  attorney  and  to  the  rights  of  the 
debenture-holders.  At  the  time  the  plan  of  adjustment  was  agreed 
upon  the  railroad  company  was  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver.  Decrees  of 
foreclosure  rendered  against  the  company.  The  indebtedness  far  ex- 
ceeded the  value  of  the  railroad  company's  propertj-.  The  execution 
of  the  decrees  of  foreclosure,  by  a  sale  of  the  property,  and  the  pros- 
ecutions of  the  admitted  claims  against  the  railroad  company,  would 
necessarily  have  transferred  the  property  to  other  parties  and  wiped  out 
every  vestige  of  present  available  interest  or  right  of  the  stockholder, 
or  hope  of  future  profit.  The  creditors  held  the  vantage  ground,  and 
in  law  their  rights  and  interest  were  paramount  to  the  stockholders. 
The  latter  might  accept  propositions  but  were  in  no  position  to  dictate 
terms.  These  were  the  circumstances  under  which  the  settlement  and 
agreement  was  made.  Stated  in  short,  the  compromise  and  settlement 
led  to  the  issue  of  the  debentures  to  the  creditors  in  lieu  of  tlieir  original 
evidences  of  debt,  and  a  mortgage  upon  certain  property'  to  secure  them, 
a  plan  for  a  sinking  fund  for  their  benefit,  and  the  right  and  privilege 
under  an  irrevocable  power  of  attorney  to  vote  the  stock  until  the  de- 
bentures were  paid.  The  power  of  attorney  was  not  in  perpetuity,  or 
absolute,  but  only  until  the  debentures  were  paid,  and  a  fair  construc- 
tion under  the  circumstances  required  that  the  voting  power  should  be 
used  fairly'  and  honestly  to  this  end,  or  as  stated  in  the  agreement 
itself,  "for the  uses  and  purposes  declared  in  said  memorandum,  and 
nntil  the  same  are  fully  accomplished."  In  consideration  therefor  the 
decrees  of  foreclosure,  at  first  suspended,  were  transferred  to  the  trust 
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company,  creditors  surrendered  their  claims  and  accepted  in  lieu  thereof 
the  debentures,  the  receiver  under  the  orders  of  the  court  restored  the 
property  to  the  Mobile  &  Ohio  Railroad  Co.,  which  resumed  manage- 
ment and  control  of  its  property  and  affairs,  and  the  stock  preserved  to 
the  stockholder. 

To  tliis  agreement  over  forty-five  thousand  out  of  a  total  of  about 
fifty-three  thousand  of  shares  of  stock  assented,  and  among  those  which 
assented  were  complainants.  The  creditors  had  the  right  to  accept  de- 
bentures for  their  debts.  The  agreement  continued  in  existence  the 
corporation  and  preserved  to  the  stockholders  their  stock.  It  did  not 
violate  thie  charter  of  the  railroad  corporation.  The  purpose  was  legal, 
the  means  used  did  not  contravene  any  statute  of  the  State  or  principle 
of  public  policy,  and  was  within  the  scope  of  the  power  of  the  contract- 
ing parties.  Good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  assenting  stockholders, 
whose  interests  were  thus  preserved,  and  to  those  who  accepted  the  de- 
bentures in  lieu  of  other  evidences  of  debt  and  securities,  and  to  those 
who  have  since  purchased  them  upon  the  faith  of  the  plan  of  com- 
promise demand  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  be  fulfilled. 
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Holmes,  C.  J.  These  are  actions  upon  a  covenant  executed  by  the 
defendants.  The  covenant  recites  that  1,360  shares  of  the  stock  of 
the  Union  Street  Eailway  Company  in  New  Bedford  have  been  or  are 
about  to  be  purchased  by  a  syndicate,  under  an  agreement  of  Sep- 
tember 4,  1894,  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  largely  instrumental  in 
organizing  the  syndicate,  and  that  "  he  considers  that  for  his  services 
therein  in  case  the  syndicate  is  formed,  and  the  aforesaid  shares  pur- 
chased, he  should  receive  for  his  compensation"  a  certain  amount  of 
stock.  These  recitals  are  followed  by  several  covenants  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants  and  one  other  to  give  the  plaintiff,  in  stock  of  the 
company  at  $169  a  share,  a  commission  of  $4  a  share  "  upon  the 
number  of  shares  of  said  stock  we  sell  to  said  syndicate,  less  the  num- 
ber of  shares  we  have  severally  subscribed  as  members  of  said  syndi- 
cate," and  certain  other  deductions,  in  case  the  compensation  was  not 
got  from  the  syndicate.  The  judge  before  whom  the  case  was  tried 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  case  is  here  upon  a  report  of  requests 
for  rulings  which  in  various  forms  raise  the  question  whether  such  a 
finding  can  be  justified  in  law. 

The  syndicate  referred  to  was  formed  under  another  written  agree- 
ment, whereby  the  subscribers  recite  their  desire  to  become  members 
of  it  to  the  end  that  control  of  the  railway  company  and  advantage 
to  them  may  be  gained,  agree  to  take  the  shares  set  against  their 
names  at  $169  a  share,  and  further  agree  after  the  purchase  to  enter 
1  statement  omitted;  also  part  of  opinion.  —  £o 
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into  a  pooling  contract  whereby  all  the  syndicate  stock  "shall  be 
voted  at  each  annual  meeting  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years, 
for  such  board  of  directors  as  shall  be  named  "  by  a  committee  of  five 
of  the  subscribers,  with  power  to  a  majority  of  them  to  fill  any  va- 
cancy in  the  committee.  It  is  said  that  this  agreement  was  illegal, 
and  that  the  covenant  sued  upon  was  so  directly  aimed  at  helping  to 
bring  the  unlawful  arrangement  about  that  it  must  fall  with  the  other. 
Barnes  v.  Smith,  169  Mass.  344,  347  j  Cribbs  v.  Consolidated  Gas  Co., 
130  U.  S.  396. 

Without  deciding  whether,  if  the  covenant  was  dependent  upon 
the  rendering  of  further  services,  it  was  so  closely  connected  with  the 
syndicate  agreement  as  to  fall  if  the  latter  caimot  be  sustained,  we 
pass  to  the  question  whether  the  latter  agreement  is  unlawful  on  its 
face,  bearing  in  mind  that  unless  it  is  unlawful  on  its  face  it  has  the 
advantage  of  a  finding  in  favor  of  the  plaintift'.  In  dealing  with  this 
question  it  does  not  need  to  be  said  that  combination  of  common  in- 
terests is  necessary,  and  constantly  is  taking  place.  It  is  as  legitimate 
for  a  majority  of  stockholders  to  combine  as  for  other  people.  The 
fact  that  they  expect  "  gain  and  advantage  "  —  in  the  words  of  the 
syndicate  agreement  —  to  accrue  to  them,  does  not  make  the  combi- 
nation unlawful.  That  expectation  and  intent  would  have  that  effect 
only  if  the  gain  was  to  be  at  the  expense  of  the  corporation,  or  in 
some  way  was  intended  to  work  a  wrong  to  the  other  stockholders. 
No  such  intent  appears,  and  although  it  is  impossible  not  to  view 
such  an  arrangement  with  suspicion,  it  is  also  impossible  to  let  suspi- 
cion take  the  place  of  proof. 

The  only  serious  ground  of  objection  is  the  agreement  that  the 
stock  "  shall  be  voted  at  each  annual  meeting  "  for  three  years,  for  a 
board  of  directors  named  by  the  committee.  It  is  suggested  that  this 
was  an  unlawful  attempt  by  the  contracting  parties  to  deprive  them- 
selves in  advance  of  their  deliberative  power  and  duty  as  stock- 
holders, and  to  submit  themselves  to  the  dictation  of  five  men  who  in 
the  future  might  not  be  even  members  of  the  corporation.  Perhaps 
the  notion  upon  which  these  suggestions  are  founded  has  been  pressed 
somewhat  further  than  would  be  warranted  by  more  far-seeing  views, 
but  we  have  no  occasion  to  discuss  it  in  this  broad  form.  The  ques- 
tion before  us  is  not  whether  it  would  be  possible  to  carry  out  the 
contract  in  a  way  which  would  have  made  the  contract  bad  if  specified 
in  it,  but  whether  it  was  impossible  to  carry  out  the  contract  in  a  way 
which  might  lawfully  have  been  specified  in  advance.  We  put  the 
question  in  this  form  because  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  subscribers 
might  actually  have  done  the  things  stipulated  without  giving  any  one 
a  right  to  complain.  That  is  to  say,  they  might  have  held  their  stock 
and  voted  by  previous  understanding  according  to  the  advice  of  the 
committee,  as  long  as  they  chose.  The  question  is  what  they  might 
contract  to  do ;  for  this  is  supposed  to  be  a  case  where  a  contract  to 
do  lawful  acts  is  unlawful. 
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The  syndicate  agreement  does  not  specify  how  it  is  to  be  carried 
.  out.  It  contemplates  the  making  of  another  contract.  As  the  later 
contract  is  to  be  a  pooling  contract,  it  was  possible,  if  not  probable, 
that  one  element  of  the  arrangement  would  be  that  the  title  to  the 
stock  should  be  given  to  a  trustee,  and  this  happened  in  fact.  During 
the  three  years  the  stock  seems  to  have  been  held  by  a  bank.  The 
stock  was'  transferred  to  it,  and  was  not  transferred  to  the  members 
of  the  syndicate.  But  it  would  have  been  possible,  consistently  with 
the  terms  of  the  syndicate  agreement,  that  the  committee  who  were 
to  name  the  board  of  directors  themselves  should  be  the  trustees.  In 
that  case  the  trustees,  of  course,  would  have  voted  on  the  stock. 
They,  not  their  cestuis  que  trust,  would  have  been  the  stockholders  for 
the  time  being.  We  know  nothing  in  the  policy  of  our  law  to  pre- 
vent a  majority  of  stockholders  from  transferring  their  stock  to  a 
trustee  with  unrestricted  power  to  vote  upon  it.  Brown  v.  Pacific 
Mail  Steamship  Co.,  6  Blatchf.  525,  527.  See  Greene  v.  Nash,  85 
Maine,  148. 

Supposing  that  the  committee  had  been  trustees,  what  would  the 
syndicate  agreement  have  amounted  to  then  ?  Merely  an  agreement 
by  each  of  the  trustees  to  vote  as  they  should  jointly  agree  to  vote, 
and  an  agreement  by  the  subscribers  not  to  demand  back  their  shares 
for  three  years.  The  latter  term  certainly  is  not  illegal,  whether 
valid  or  not.  A  stockholder  has  a  right  to  put  his  shares  in  trust, 
whatever  his  motive.  If  the  trust  is  an  active  one  he  cannot  termi- 
nate it  at  will,  and  the  attempt  to  cut  himself  off  by  contract,  instead 
of  by  the  imposition  of  duties,  from  ending  it,  certainly  is  not  enough 
to  poison  the  covenant  with  the  plaintiff.  See  Williams  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 148  N.  Y.  5]  9,  525.  It  might  be  held  that  the  duty  of  voting 
incident  to  the  legal  title  made  such  a  trust  an  active  one  in  all  eases. 
As  to  the  arrangement  for  the  trustees  uniting  to  elect  their  candi- 
dates, the  decisions  of  other  States  show  that  such  arrangements  have 
been  upheld,  and  we  do  not  think  that  it  needs  argument  to  prove 
that  they  are  lawful.  If  stockholders  want  to  make  their  power  felt, 
they  must  unite.  There  is  no  reason  why  a  majority  should  not  agree 
to  keep  together.  Faulds  v.  Yates,  57  111.  416 ;  Smith  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco &  North  Pacific  Railway,  115  Cal.  584  ;  Havemeyer  v.  Have- 
meyer,  11  Jones  and  Spen.  506,  512,  513.  Afiirmed,  according  to 
Beach,  Corporations,  §  304,  n.  6,  and  Fisher  v.  Bush,  35  Hun,  641,  in 
86  N.  Y.  618.  See  Brown  v.  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Co.,  5  Blatchf. 
525,  527. 

We  have  considered  such  decisions  elsewhere  as  have  been  called 
to  our  attention  or  found  by  us.  Few  of  them  are  by  courts  of  final 
resort.  Nothing  that  we  have  found  in  them  satisfies  us  that  the 
judge  below  was  not  warranted  in  finding  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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OF 

CORPORATE  FORMS. 

CERTIFICATE   OF  INCORPORATION" 

OF 

CONSOLIDATED  STEEL  COMPANY. 

State  of  New  Jekset,  ss.  : 

We,  tlie  undersigned,  in  order  to  form  a  corporation  for  the  purposes 
hereinafter  stated,  under  and  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  entitled  "An  Act  Con- 
cerning Corporations  (Revision  of  1896) "  and  the  acts  amendatory 
thereof  and  supplemental  thereto,  do  hereby  certify  as  follows : 

First :  The  name  of  the  corporation  is  "  Consolidated  Steel  Com- 
pany." 

Second :  The  location  of  its  principal  and  registered  office  in  the 
State  is  at  No.  10  Day  Street,  in  the  City  of  Hoboken,  County  of 
Hudson. 

The  name  of  the  agent  therein  and  in  charge  thereof  and  upon 
whom  process  against  the  corporation  may  be  served  is  the  Security 
Trust  Company. 

Third :  The  objects  for  which  the  corporation  is  formed  are : 

To  manufacture  iron,  steel,  manganese,  coke,  copper,  lumber  and 
other  materials,  and  all  or  any  articles  consisting,  or  partly  consisting, 
of  iron,  steel,  copper,  wood  or  other  materials,  and  all  or  any  products 
thereof. 

To  acquire,  own,  lease,  occupy,  use  or  develop  any  lands  containing 
coal  or  iron,  manganese,  stone  or  other  ores,  or  oil,  and  any  wood 
lands  or  other  lands  for  any  purpose  of  the  company. 

To  mine  or  otherwise  to  extract  or  remove  coal,  ores,  stone  and 
other  minerals  and  timber  from  any  lands  owned,  acquired,  leased  or 
occupied  by  the  company,  or  from  any  other  lands. 

To  buy  and  sell,  or  otherwise  to  deal  or  to  traffic  in  iron,  steel, 
manganese,  copper,  stone,  ores,  coal,  coke,  wood,  lumber  and  other 
materials,  and  any  of  the  products  thereof  and  any  articles  consisting 
or  partly  consisting  thereof. 

To  construct  bridges,  buildings,  machinery,  ships,  boats,  engines, 
oars  and  other  equipment,  railroads,  docks,  slips,  elevators,  water 
works,  gas  works  and  electric  works,  viaducts,  aqueducts,  canals  and 
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other  water-ways,  and  any  other  means  of  transportation,  and  to 
sell  the  same,  or  otherwise  to  dispose  thereof,  or  to  maintain  and 
operate  the  same,  except  that  the  company  shall  not  maintain  or 
operate  any  railroad  or  canal  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

To  apply  for,  obtain,  register,  purchase,  lease  or  otherwise  to  ac- 
quire, and  to  hold,  use,  own,  operate  and  introduce,  and  to  sell,  assign 
or  otherwise  to  dispose  of,  any  trade-marks,  trade-names,  patents,  in- 
ventions, improvements  and  processes  used  in  connection  with  or 
secured  under  letters  patent  of  the  United  States,  or  elsewhere  or 
otherwise,  and  to  use,  exercise,  develop,  grant  licenses  in  respect  of, 
or  otherwise  to  turn  to  account,  any  such  trade-marks,  patents,  li- 
censes, processes,  and  the  like,  or  any  such  property  or  rights. 

To  engage  in  any  other  manufacturing,  mining,  construction  or 
transportation  business  of  any  kind  or  character  whatsoever,  and  to 
that  end  to  acquire,  hold,  own  and  dispose  of  any  and  all  property, 
assets,  stocks,  bonds  and  rights  of  any  and  every  kind,  but  not  to 
engage  in  any  business  hereunder  which  shall  require  the  exercise  of 
the  right  of  eminent  domain  within  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

To  acquire  by  purchase,  subscription  or  otherwise,  and  to  hold  or 
to  dispose  of,  stocks,  bonds,  or  any  other  obligations  of  any  corpora- 
tion formed  for,  or  then  or  theretofore  engaged  in  or  pursuing,  any 
one  or  more  of  the  kinds  of  business,  purposes,  objects  or  operations 
above  indicated,  or  owning  or  holding  any  property  of  any  kind  herein 
mentioned,  or  of  any  corporation  owning  or  holding  the  stocks  or  the 
obligations  of  any  such  corporations. 

To  hold  for  investment,  or  otherwise  to  use,  sell  or  dispose  of,  any 
stock,  bonds  or  other  obligations  of  any  such  other  corporation ;  to 
aid  in  any  manner  any  corporation  whose  stock,  bonds  or  other  obli- 
gations are  held  or  in  any  manner  guaranteed  by  the  company,  and  to 
do  any  other  acts  or  things  for  the  preservation,  protection,  improve- 
ment or  enhancement  of  the  value  of  any  such  stock,  bonds  or  other 
obligations,  or  to  do  any  acts  or  things  designed  for  any  such  purpose ; 
and,  while  owner  of  any  such  stock,  bonds  or  other  obligations,  to 
exercise  all  the  rights,  powers  and  privileges  of  ownership  thereof, 
and  to  exercise  any  and  all  voting  power  thereon. 

The  business  or  purpose  of  the  company  is  from  time  to  time  to  do 
any  one  or  more  of  the  acts  and  things  herein  set  forth  ;  and  it  may 
conduct  its  business  in  other  states,  and  in  the  territories,  and  in  for- 
eign countries,  and  may  have  one  office,  or  more  than  one  office,  and 
keep  the  books  of  the  company  outside  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey, 
except  as  otherwise  may  be  provided  by  law ;  and  may  hold,  purchase, 
mortgage  and  convey  real  and  personal  property,  either  in  or  out  of 
the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

Without  in  any  particular  limiting  any  of  the  objects  and  powers 
of  the  corporation,  it  is  hereby  expressly  declared  and  provided  that 
the  corporation  shall  have  power  to  issue  bonds  and  other  obligations 
in  payment  for  property  purchased  or  acquired  by  it,  or  for  any  other 
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object  in  or  about  its  business ;  to  mortgage  or  pledge  ^any  stocks, 
bonds  or  other  obligations,  or  any  property  which  may  be  acquired  by 
it,  to  secure  any  bonds  or  other  obligations  by  it  issued  or  incurred ; 
to  guarantee  any  dividends,  or  bonds,  or  contracts,  or  other  obliga- 
tions ;  to  make  and  perform  contracts  of  any  kind  and  description, 
and,  in  carrying  on  its  business  or  for  the  purpose  of  attaining  or 
furthering  any  of  its  objects,  to  do  any  and  all  other  acts  and  things, 
and  to  exercise  any  and  all  other  powers  which  a  copartnership  or 
natural  person  could  do  and  exercise,  and  which  now  or  hereafter 
may  be  authorized  by  law. 

Fourth:  The  total  authorized  capital  stock  of  this  corporation  is 
five  hundred  thousand  dollars,  divided  into  five  thousand  shares  of 
the  par  value  of  one  hundred  dollars  each.  Of  said  stock  two  thou- 
sand shares  are  to  be  preferred  stock,  and  three  thousand  shares  are  to 
be  common  stock. 

The  holders  of  such  preferred  stock  shall  be  entitled  to  receive 
from  the  surplus  or  net  profits  arising  from  the  business  of  the  corpo- 
ration a  fixed  yearly  dividend  of  seven  per  centum,  payable  semi- 
annually on  the  2d  days  of  January  and  July  in  each  year,  before  any 
dividend  shall  be  set  apart  or  paid  on  the  said  common  stock. 

Should  the  surplus  or  net  profits  arising  from  the  business  of  the 
corporation,  prior  to  any  dividend  day,  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  divi- 
dend upon  the  preferred  stock,  such  dividend  shall  be  payable  from 
future  profits,  and  no  dividend  shall  at  any  time  be  paid  upon  the 
said  common  stock  until  the  full  amount  of  seven  per  centum  per 
annum  up  to  that  time  upon  all  the  preferred  stock  shall  have  been  paid 
or  set  apart.  The  holders  of  preferred  stock  shall  be  entitled  to  no 
dividends  beyond  the  seven  per  centum  aforesaid. 

The  holders  of  such  preferred  stock  shall,  in  case  of  the  liquida- 
tion or  dissolution  of  the  company,  be  entitled  to  be  paid  in  full  both 
the  principal  of  their  shares  and  accrued  dividends  before  any  amount 
shall  be  paid  to  the  holders  of  the  common  stock. 

Fifth :  The  names  and  post-office  addresses  of  the  incorporators 
and  the  number  of  shares  subscribed  for  by  each,  the  aggregate  of 
such  subscriptions  being  the  amount  of  capital  stock  with  which  the 
company  will  commence  business,  are  as  follows : 

NUMBBK   OF   SHARES 
NAME.  POST-OFFICE   ADDRESS.  (cOMMON    STOCK). 

John  Adams,     10  Day  Street,  Hoboken,  N.  J.  10 

James  Brown,  "  10 

Charles  Clark,  «  10 

Sixth :  The  duration  of  the  company  shall  be  perpetual. 

Seventh :  The  number  of  directors  of  the  company  shall  be  fixed 
from  time  to  time  by  the  by-laws  ;  but  the  number,  if  fixed  at  more 
than  three,  shall  be  some  multiple  of  three.    The  directors  shall  be 
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classified  with  respect  to  tlie  time  for  which  they  shall  severally  hold 
office  by  dividing  them  into  three  classes,  each  consisting  of  one- 
third  of  the  whole  number  of  the  board  of  directors.  The  directors 
of  the  first  class  shall  be  elected  for  a  term  of  one  year  ;  the  directors 
of  the  second  class  for  a  term  of  two  years ;  and  the  directors  of  the 
third  class  for  a  term  of  three  years ;  and  at  each  annual  election  the 
successors  to  the  class  of  directors  whose  term  shall  expire  in  that 
year  shall  be  elected  to  hold  office  for  the  term  of  three  years,  so  that 
the  term  of  office  of  one  class  of  directors  shall  expire  in  each  year. 

Unless  authorized  by  votes  given  in  person  or  by  proxy  by  stock- 
holders holding  at  least  two-thirds  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  corpo- 
ration, which  is  represented  and  voted  upon  in  person  or  by  proxy  at 
a  meeting  specially  called  for  that  purpose,  or  at  an  annual  meeting, 
the  board  of  directors  shall  not  mortgage  or  pledge  any  of  its  real 
property,  or  any  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  any  other  corporation  j 
but  this  prohibition  shall  not  be  construed  to  apply  to  the  execution 
of  any  purchase-money  mortgage  or  any  other  purchase-money  lien. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  we  have  hereunto  set  our  hands  and  seals 
the  fifth  day  of  April,  A.D.  1909. 


John  Adams 

[seal] 

James  Bkown 

[seal] 

Chaelbs  Clark 

[seal] 

Signed,  sealed  and  delivered 

in  the  presence  of 

Jacob  Austin. 

State  of  New  Jersey,  ) 
County  of  Hudson.        T 

Be  it  remembered  that  on  this  fifth  day  of  April,  A.D.  1909,  before 
the  undersigned  personally  appeared  John  Adams,  James  Brown  and 
Charles  Clark,  who  I  am  satisfied  are  the  persons  named  in  and  who 
executed  the  foregoing  certificate,  and  I  having  first  made  known  to 
them  the  contents  thereof,  they  did  each  acknowledge  that  they  signed, 
sealed  and  delivered  the  same  as  their  voluntary  act  and-  deed. 

Jacob  Austin, 
Master  in  Chancery  of  New  Jersey. 
(         Seal  of  the         ) 
i  Master  in  Chancery,  j 
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BY-LAWS 


OF 


CONSOLIDATED  STEEL  COMPANY. 
AKTICLE  I. 

STOCKHOLDEKS. 

1.  Annual  Meeting.  A  meeting  of  the  stockholders  shall  be  held 
annually  at  the  principal  office  of  the  company  in  New  Jersey  at  ten 
o'clock  in  the  forenoon  on  the  second  Monday  in  June,  for  the  purpose 
of  electing  directors,  and  for  the  transaction  of  any  other  business  au- 
thorized or  required  to  be  transacted  by  the  stockholders.  In  case  such 
second  Monday  shall  be  a  legal  holiday,  the  meeting  shall  be  held  on 
the  next  succeeding  day  which  is  not  a  legal  holiday. 

Notice  of  the  annual  meeting  shall  be  mailed  at  least  ten  days 
prior  to  the  meeting  to  each  stockholder  at  the  address  last  furnished 
by  him  to  the  company,  provided  he  shall  have  furnished  such 
address. 

2.  Special  Meeting.  Special  meetings  of  the  stockholders  shall 
be  held  at  the  principal  office  of  the  company  in  New  Jersey. 

The  board  of  directors  may  at  any  time  call  a  special  meeting  of  the 
stockholders,  and  it  shall  call  the  same  whenever  the  holders  of  not 
less  than  one  quarter  of  the  stock  of  the  company  outstanding  shall  in 
writing  make  application  therefor  to  the  president,  stating  the  object 
or  objects  of  such  meeting. 

Notice  of  such  special  meeting  and  of  the  object  or  objects  thereof 
shall  be  mailed  to  each  stockholder  in  like  manner  as  notice  of  an 
annual  meeting. 

3.  Quorum.  The  holders  of  one-third  of  all  the  shares  of  the  cap- 
ital stock  of  the  company  outstanding  shall  constitute  a  quorum  at  any 
meeting  for  all  purposes,  including  the  election  of  directors  ;  but  the 
holders  of  a  majority  of  the  stock  represented  at  any  meeting  may,  at 
the  end  of  one  hour  from  the  time  for  which  the  meeting  was  called,  ad- 
journ the  meeting  from  time  to  time  without  further  notice,  and  at  any 
such  adjourned  meeting  at  which  a  quorum  shall  attend  all  business 
may  be  transacted  which  might  have  been  transacted  at  the  meeting 
as  originally  called. 

4.  Organization.  The  president,  or  in  his  absence  a  vice-presi- 
dent, shall  call  meetings  of  stockholders  to  order,  and  act  as  chairman 
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thereof.  In  case  neither  the  president  nor  any  vice-president  is  pre- 
sent, any  stockholder  present  may  call  the  meeting  to  order,  and  the 
stockholders  present  may  then  elect  a  chairman  of  such  meeting. 

The  secretary  of  the  company  shall  act  as  secretary  at  all  meetings 
of  the  stockholders.  In  his  absence,  the  chairman  may  appoint  any 
person  to  act  as  secretary. 

5.  Voting.  At  any  annual  or  special  meeting  each  stockholder  shall 
have  one  vote  for  each  share  of  stock  standing  in  his  name  on  the  books 
of  the  company  at  the  time  of  the  closing  of  the  transfer  books  for 
said  meeting. 

Every  stockholder  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  in  person,  or  by  proxy 
appointed  by  an  instrument  in  writing,  signed  by  such  stockholder  or 
by  his  duly  authorized  agent,  and  delivered  to  such  person  or  persons 
as  the  chairman  of  the  meeting  may  direct.  A  stockholder  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  present  whether  present  in  person  or  represented  by 
proxy. 

Voting  for  directors  shall  be  by  ballot,  and  upon  the  demand  of 
any  stockholder  present  the  voting  upon  any  question  shall  be  by 
ballot. 

6.  Inspectors.  Whenever  the  vote  of  the  stockholders  shall  be 
taken  by  ballot,  the  chairman  of  the  meeting  shall  appoint  two  persons 
to  be  inspectors.  The  inspectors  shall  be  sworn  to  the  faithful  per- 
formance of  their  duties ;  they  shall  open  and  close  the  polls ;  they 
shall  decide  all  questions  as  to  the  validity  of  proxies  and  the  quali- 
fication of  voters ;  and  they  shall,  in  writing,  certify  to  the  results. 


AETICLE  II, 

BOABD   OF    DIRECTORS. 

1.  Number.  The  board  of  directors  shall  consist  of  fifteen  mem- 
bers. 

2.  Term  of  Office.  At  the  first  election  of  directors,  five  directors 
shall  be  elected  to  hold  ofl&ee  until  the  first  annual  meeting  thereafter ; 
five  to  hold  ofiice  until  the  second  annual  meeting  thereafter,  and  five 
to  hold  office  until  the  third  annual  meeting  thereafter.  At  each  an- 
nual meeting,  the  successors  to  the  directors  whose  term  shall  expire 
in  that  year  shall  be  elected  to  hold  office  for  the  term  of  three  years, 
so  that  the  term  of  office  of  five  directors  shall  expire  in  each  year.  A 
majority  of  votes  cast  shall  be  necessary  to  elect. 

Each  director  shall  serve  for  the  term  for  which  he  shall  have  been 
elected,  and  until  his  successor  shall  have  been  duly  elected  and 
qualified. 

3.  Vacancies.  In  case  of  any  vacancy  in  any  class  of  directors, 
through  death,  resignation,  disqualification  or  other  cause,  the  remain- 
ing directors,  by  affirmative  vote  of  a  majority  of  their  number,  whether 
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constituting  a  quonim  or  not,  may  elect  a  successor  to  hold  office  for 
the  unexpired  portion  of  the  term  of  the  director  whose  place  shall 
be  vacant,  and  until  his  successor  shall  have  heen  duly  elected  and 
qualified. 

4.  Meetings.  The  board  of  directors  may  hold  its  meetings  and 
have  one  or  more  offices  and  keep  the  books  of  the  company,  except 
the  stock  and  transfer  books,  at  such  place  or  places  in  the  State  of 
New  Jersey  or  outside  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey  as  it  may  from  time 
to  time  determine. 

Stated  meetings  shall  be  held  on  the  first  Wednesday  of  each 
month  at  12  o'clock  noon.  If  such  day  is  a  legal  holiday,  the  meeting 
shall  be  held  on  the  next  succeeding  day  which  is  not  a  legal  holiday. 
No  notice  shall  be  required  for  any  stated  meeting. 

Special  meetings  may  be  called  by  the  president  or  any  three  direc- 
tors. Each  director  shall  furnish  to  the  secretary  an  address  to  which 
notices  of  special  meetings  may  be  sent.  Notice  of  the  time  and  place 
of  each  special  meeting  shall  be  sent  to  each  director  who  has  fur- 
nished such  address,  and  such  notice  shall  be  sent,  if  by  mail,  at  least 
two  days,  or,  if  by  telegram,  at  least  six  hours,  prior  to  the  meeting. 

A  majority  of  the  directors  in  office  shall  constitute  a  quorum.  A 
majority  of  those  present  at  the  time  and  place  of  any  stated  or  special 
meeting,  although  less  than  a  quorum,  may  adjourn  the  meeting  from 
time  to  time,  without  notice. 

5.  Powers.  The  board  of  directors  shall  have  the  management  of 
the  business  of  the  company.  The  board  may  exercise  all  such  powers 
of  the  company  and  do  all  such  lawful  acts  and  things  as  are  not  by 
statute,  or  by  the  certificate  of  the  company,  or  by  these  by-laws 
directed  or  required  to  be  exercised  or  done  by  the  stockholders. 

6.  Compensation.  Each  director  shall  receive  $10  for  attendance 
at  any  meeting  of  the  board. 

7.  Executive  Committee.  The  directors  shall  elect  from  their 
number  an  executive  committee,  to  consist  of  six  members,  and  shall 
designate  one  of  such  six  members  to  be  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee. The  members  of  the  committee  and  the  chairman  thereof  shall 
serve  during  the  pleasure  of  the  board. 

During  the  intervals  between  the  meetings  of  the  board  of  directors 
the  executive  committee  shall  possess  and  may  exercise  all  the  powers 
of  the  board  of  directors  in  such  manner  as  the  executive  committee 
shall  deem  best  for  the  interests  of  the  company  in  all  cases  in  which 
specific  directions  shall  not  have  been  given  by  the  board  of  directors. 
All  action  by  the  executive  committee  shall  be  reported  to  the  board 
of  directors  at  its  meeting  next  succeeding  such  action,  and  shall  be 
subject  to  revision  or  alteration  by  the  board  of  directors ;  provided 
that  no  rights  or  acts  of  third  parties  shall  be  affected  by  any  such 
revision  or  alteration. 

The  executive  committee  may  hold  its  meetings  at  such  times  and 
places  as  it  may  determine. 
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In  every  case  the  affirmative  vote  of  a  majority  of  all  the  members 
of  the  committee  shall  be  necessary  to  the  adoption  of  any  resolu- 
tion. 

The  compensation  of  members  of  the  executive  committee  shall  be 
fixed  by  the  board  of  directors. 


ARTICLE   III. 

OFFICERS. 

1.  Election  or  Appointnient.  The  board  of  directors  shall  elect 
from  their  number  a  president,  and  shall  appoint  a  treasurer  and  a  sec- 

.  retary.  The  board  may  also  appoint  one  or  more  vice-presidents,  one 
or  more  assistant  treasurers,  one  or  more  assistant  secretaries,  and 
such  other  officers  as  it  may  deem  advisable. 

The  same  person  may  be  treasurer  and  an  assistant  secretary,  or 
secretary  and  an  assistant  treasurer,  or  an  assistant  treasurer  and  an 
assistant  secretary. 

2.  Term  of  Office  and  Compensation.  The  officers  so  elected  or 
appointed  shall  hold  office  during  the  pleasure  of  the  board,  and  their 
compensation  shall  be  fixed  by  the  board. 

3.  Duties  of  Officers.  The  president  shall  preside  at  meetings  of 
the  stockholders  and  of  the  board  of  directors.  He  shall  be  the  chief 
executive  officer  of  the  company  and  shall  have  general  charge  of  the 
business  of  the  company,  subject  to  the  executive  committee  and  the 
board. 

The  treasurer  shall  give  such  bond  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his 
duties  as  the  board  may  require.  He  shall  have  custody  of  all  the 
funds  and  securities  of  the  company  which  may  have  come  into  his 
hands,  and  shall  keep  full  and  accurate  accounts  of  all  moneys  received 
and  paid  by  him  on  account  of  the  company. 

The  secretary  shall  keep  the  minutes  of  all  meetings  of  the  stock- 
holders and  of  the  board,  and  of  the  executive  committee ;  he  shall 
attend  to  the  giving  and  serving  of  all  notices ;  and  he  shall  have  the 
custody  of  the  seal  of  the  company. 

The  president,  treasurer,  and  secretary  shall,  in  general,  perform 
the  duties  incident  to  their  offices,  and  any  other  duties  designated  by 
the  board.  All  other  officers  shall  perform  such  duties  as  may  be 
designated  by  the  board. 

4.  Execution  of  Instruments  on  behalf  of  the  Company.  All 
certificates  for  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  all  bills  of 
exchange,  promissory  notes  and  checks  issued,  drawn,  or  made  by  the 
company  shall  be  signed  by  the  president  or  a  vice-president,  and  by 
the  treasurer  or  an  assistant  treasurer.  All  other  contracts  or  obliga- 
tions of  the  company  shall  be  executed  by  such  officer  or  officers  as 
the  board  may  direct.  The  seal  of  the  company  shall  be  affixed  to  such 
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instruments  as  the  board  may  direct,  and,  when  so  affixed,  shall  be 
attested  by  a  secretaiy  or  an  assistant  secretary,  if  the  board  shall  so 
direct. 


AETICLE  IV. 

CAPITAL    STOCK.       DIVIDENDS.       SEAL. 

1.  Certificates  of  Shares.  The  certificates  for  shares  of  the  cap- 
ital  stock  shall  be  in  such  form,  not  inconsistent  with  the  certificate 
of  incorporation,  as  shall  be  approved  by  the  board  of  directors. 

No  certificate  shall  be  valid  unless  it  is  sealed  with  the  corporate 
seal  of  the  company,  and  signed  by  the  president,  or  a  vice-president, 
and  the  treasurer,  or  an  assistant  treasurer,  and  such  other  persons  as 
the  board  may  determine. 

All  certificates  shall  be  consecutively  numbered.  The  name  of  the 
person  owning  the  shares  represented  thereby,  with  the  number  of  such 
shares  and  the  date  of  issue,  shall  be  on  the  company's  books. 

2.  Transfer  of  Shares.  Shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  com- 
pany shall  be  transferred  only  on  the  books  of  the  company  by  the 
holder  thereof  in  person,  or  by  his  attorney,  upon  surrender  and  can- 
cellation of  certificates  for  a  like  number  of  shares,  or  (in  case  of  lost 
or  destroyed  certificates)  upon  the  receipt  of  a  bond  satisfactory  to 
the  board. 

The  board  of  directors  shall  have  power  to  make  all  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  they  may  deem  expedient  concerning  the  issue,  transfer, 
and  registration  of  certificates  for  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
company ;  and  to  appoint  a  transfer  agent  and  a  registrar  of  transfers, 
and  to  require  all  stock  certificates  to  bear  the  signature  of  such  trans- 
fer agent  and  of  such  registrar  of  transfers. 

The  stock  transfer  books  shall  be  closed  for  the  meetings  of  stock- 
holders and  for  the  payment  of  dividends  during  such  periods  as  may 
be  fixed  by  the  board,  and  during  such  periods  no  stock  shall  be  trans- 
ferable. 

3.  Dividends.  The  board  .of  directors  in  its  discretion  may  from 
time  to  time  declare  dividends  upon  the  capital  stock  from  the  surplus 
or  net  profits  of  the  company,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  certifi- 
cate of  incorporation. 

4.  Working  Capital.  The  board  of  directors  may  fix  a  sum  which 
may  be  set  aside  or  reserved,  over  and  above  the  company's  capital 
stock  paid  in,  as  a  working  capital  for  the  company,  and  from  time  to 
time  the  board  may  increase,  diminish,  and  vary  the  same  in  its  abso- 
lute judgment  and  discretion. 

5.  Corporate  Seal.  The  board  of  directors  shall  provide  a  suitable 
seal  containing  the  name  of  the  company,  which  shall  be  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  secretary. 
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AETICLE  V. 

AMEXDHENTS. 

These  by-laws  may  be  altered  or  amended  by  the  stockholders  at  any 
regular  or  special  meeting,  or  by  the  directors  at  any  regular  or  special 
meeting,  provided  not  less  than  eight  directors  shall  vote  in  favor  of 
such  alteration  or  amendment. 
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MINUTES   OP   riEST  MEETING  OE  INCOEPOEATOES 

OF 

CONSOLIDATED  STEEL  COMPANY. 

The  first  meeting  of  tlie  incorporators  of  Consolidated  Steel  Com- 
pany was  held  at  Number  10  Day  Street,  Hoboken,  New  Jersey, 
designated  in  the  certificate  of  incorporation  as  the  location  of  the 
principal  and  registered  of&ce  of  the  company,  on  the  sixth  day  of 
April,  1909,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  pursuant  to  a  written 
waiver  of  notice  signed  by  all  the  incorporators,  fixing  the  time  and 
place  aforesaid. 

The  following  incorporator  was  present  in  person : 

NAME.  NUMBER    OF   SHARES. 

John  Adams,  10. 

The  following  incorporators  were  represented  by  proxy : 

NAME.  NAME    OF   PROXY.  NUMBER    OF    SHARES. 

James  Brown,  John  Adams,  10. 

Charles  Clark,  John  Adams,  10. 

Mr.  John  Adams  was  elected  chairman,  and  Mr.  Hugh  Knowles 
was  appointed  secretary  of  the  meeting. 

The  chairman  reported  that  the  certificate  of  incorporation  of  the 
company  was  recorded  in  the  oflB.oe  of  the  Clerk  of  Hudson  County 
on  the  fifth  day  of  April,  1909,  and  was  filed  on  the  same  date  in  the 
office  of  the  Secretary  of  State  of  New  Jersey.  The  chairman  pre- 
sented a  certified  copy  of  said  certificate  of  incorporation,  which  was 
ordered  to  be  filed,  and  a  copy  thereof  to  be  spread  upon  the  records 
of  the  meeting. 

The  said  certified  copy  was  as  follows  : 

[Here  take  in  certified  copy  of  certificate  of  incorporation.] 

The  secretary  presented  and  read  the  waiver  of  notice  of  the  meet- 
ing, which  was  ordered  to  be  filed,  and  a  copy  thereof  to  be  spread 
upon  the  records  of  the  meeting. 

The  said  waiver  was  as  follows  : 

"WAIVER  OF  NOTICE  OF  FIRST  MEETING  OF  INCORPORATORS 

OF 

CONSOLIDATED  STEEL  COMPANY. 
We,  the  undersigned,  being  all  of  the  incorporators  of  Consolidated 
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Steel  Company,  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  do  hekbby  waive  notice 
of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose  of  the  first  meeting  of  the  incorpora- 
tors of  said  company,  and  do  fix  the  sixth  day  of  April,  1909,  at  ten 
o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  as  the  time,  and  the  olfice  of  the  Security  • 
Trust  Company,  Number  10  Day  Street,  Hoboken,  New  Jersey,  as 
the  place  of  said  meeting,  and  do  hereby  waive  all  the  requirements 
of  the  statutes  of  New  Jersey  as  to  notice  of  such  meeting,  and  the 
publication  thereof,  and  we  do  consent  to  the  transaction  of  such 
business  as  may  come  before  said  meeting. 
Dated,  April  6th,  1909. 

John  Adams. 

James  Bkown. 

Charles  Clark." 

The  secretary  presented  a  form  of  by-laws  for  the  regulation  of  the 
affairs  of  the  company  which  were  read,  article  by  article,  and  unani- 
mously adopted. 

The  said  by-laws  were  as  follows : 

[Here  take  in  by-laws,  j 

Upon  motion, 

Resolved,  that  the  meeting  proceed  to  the  election  of  directors. 

Messrs.  G.  H.  Ivins  and  K.  L.  Munro  were  appointed  inspectors  of 
election,  and  the  oath  was  duly  administered  to  them. 

Messrs.  Henry  Chamberlain,  Frank  M.  Converse,  Richard  T. 
Frances,  Lawrence  K.  Mclntyre,  and  Philip  Talbot  were  nominated 
for  directors  to  hold  office  until  the  next  annual  meeting  of  the  com- 
pany ;  Messrs.  George  Bathurst,  Arthur  K.  Livingston,  Samuel  P. 
Stacy,  Amasa  Thompson,  and  William  K.  Waring  were  nominated 
for  directors  to  hold  office  until  the  second  annual  meeting  of  the 
company ;  Messrs.  Hiram  A.  Hilbreth,  George  Ivins,  Isaac  Jones, 
Herbert  S.  Pendreigh  and  Walter  M.  Stickney  were  nominated  for 
directors  to  hold  office  until  the  third  annual  meeting  of  the  com- 
pany. 

No  other  nominations  having  been  made,  the  polls  were  declared 
open.  All  the  stockholders  having  voted  by  ballot,  the  polls  were 
declared  closed,  and  the  inspectors  presented  their  certificate  showing 
that  the  aforesaid  gentlemen  had  been  elected  directors  of  the  com- 
pany for  the  aforesaid  terms. 

Upon  motion, 

Resolved,  that  the  principal  and  registered  office  of  the  company  in 
New  Jersey  be  established  and  maintained  at  Number  10  Day  Street, 
Hoboken,  County  of  Hudson,  and  that  the  Security  Trust  Company 
be,  and  it  hereby  is,  appointed  the  agent  of  this  corporation  in  charge 
of  such  principal  and  registered  office,  upon  whom  process  against 
this  company  may  be  served. 

Upon  motion  duly  made  and  seconded,  and  by  the  affirmative  vote 
of  all  the  stockholders,  it  was 
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Resolved,  that  the  hoard  of  directors  be  and  they  hereby  are  author- 
ized to  issue  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  this  company  to  the  full 
amount  authorized  by  the  certificate  of  incorporation,  in  such  amounts, 
and  at  such  time  or  times,  and  for  such  consideration  as  the  board 
may  determine. 

Upon  motion  duly  made  and  seconded,  and  by  the  affirmative  vote 
of  all  the  stockholders,  the  following  preambles  and  resolution  were 
adopted : 

Whereas,  Mr.  James  Wakefield,  of  Pittsburg,  Pennsylvania,  has 
offered,  in  consideration  of  the  issue  to  him  or  upon  his  order  of  pre- 
ferred stock  in  this  company  to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  thousand 
dollars  ($100,000)  par  value,  and  of  common  stock  in  this  company 
to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($150,000) 
par  value,  to  sell  to  this  company  the  following  described  property, 
to  wit : 

[Here  take  in  description  of  property] ;  and 

Whereas,  in  the  judgment  of  the  stockholders  such  property  is  neces- 
sary for  the  business  of  this  company,  and  is  of  the  fair  value  of  two 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($250,000)  ; 

Resolved,  that  the  directors  of  this  company  be  and  they  hereby 
are  authorized,  in  their  discretion,  to  purchase  the  aforesaid  property 
for  the  aforesaid  price,  and  to  issue  stock  as  aforesaid  in  payment 
thereof. 

On  motion,  the  meeting  adjourned. 

Hugh  Knowles, 
Secretary  of  the  Meeting. 
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MINUTES  OP  PIEST  MEETING  OE  BOAED  OF  DIEECTOES 

OF 

CONSOLIDATED  STEEL  COMPANY. 

The  first  meeting  of  the  board  of  directors  of  Consolidated  Steel 
Company  was  held  at  Number  17  Wall  Street,  New  York  City,  on  the 
sixth  day  of  April,  1909,  at  two  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  pursuant  to  a 
written  waiver  of  notice  signed  by  all  the  directors,  fixing  the  time  and 
place  aforesaid. 

The  following  directors  were  present :  Messrs.  Chamberlain,  Con- 
verse, Talbot,  Bathurst,  Livingston,  Stacy,  Jones,  and  Pendreigh,  being 
a  quorum  of  the  board. 

On  motion,  Mr.  Talbot  was  chosen  temporary  chairman,  and  Mr. 
Hugh  Knowles  was  appointed  secretary  of  the  meeting. 

The  secretary  presented  and  read  the  waiver  of  notice  of  the  meeting, 
which  was  ordered  to  be  filed,  and  a  copy  thereof  to  be  spread  upon 
the  records  of  the  meeting. 

The  said  waiver  was  as  follows : 

[Here  take  in  waiver  of  notice.] 

The  minutes  of  the  first  meeting  of  the  incorporators  of  the  com- 
pany were  read. 

Upon  motion,  the  following  gentlemen  were  elected  officers  of  the 
company,  to  hold  office  during  the  pleasure  of  the  board. 

President :  Mr.  George  Bathurst. 

Vice-Presidents :  Mr.  John  Adams  and  Mr.  Philip  Livermore. 

Treasurer:  Mr.  John  G.  Holmes. 

Assistant  Treasurer :  Mr.  Hugh  Knowles. 

Secretary :  Mr.  Hugh  Knowles. 

Assistant  Secretary :  Mr.  John  G.  Holmes. 

Upon  motion,  the  following  gentlemen  were  chosen  to  constitute 
the  executive  committee  of  the  company :  Messrs.  Bathurst,  Chamber- 
lain, Converse,  Livingston,  Jones,  and  Pendreigh. 

Upon  motion,  Mr.  Converse  was  designated  to  be  chairman  of  the 
executive  committee. 

Upon  motion,  Mr.  Brandon  Livermore  was  appointed  counsel  to 
the  company. 

The  president  thereupon  took  the  chair. 

The  secretary  thereupon  took  and  subscribed  the  oath  of  office,  and 
entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties.  The  said  oath  was  as  fol- 
lows: 
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"OATH  OF  SECEBTAEY 

OF 

CONSOLIDATED  STEEL  COMPANY. 

State  of  New  York,  ■) 
County  of  New  Yokk.  j 

Hugh  Knowles,  secretary  of  Consolidated  Steel  Company,  a  New 
Jersey  corporation,  being  by  me  duly  sworn,  upon  Ms  oath  deposes 
and  says  that  he  will  faithfully  discharge  the  duties  of  secretary  of 
the  aforesaid  corporation  to  the  best  of  his  skill  and  ability. 

Hugh  Knowles. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me, 
this  sixth  day  of  April,  1909. 

John  K.  Andrews, 

Notary  Public  (17), 

New  York  County." 

Upon  motion. 

Resolved,  that  the  treasurer  give  a  bond  in  the  sum  of  fifty  thou- 
sand dollars  ($50,000). 

The  treasurer  thereupon  presented  his  bond,  signed  by  himself  as 
principal  and  by  the  Attorneys  Surety  Company  as  surety,  and  the 
same  was  approved,  and  ordered  to  be  filed  with  the  secretary. 

Upon  motion, 

Resolved,  that  the  seal  presented  at  this  meeting,  an  impression  of 
which  is  directed  to  be  made  in  the  minute  book,  be  and  the  same 
hereby  is  adopted  as  the  seal  of  the  company. 

The  impression  of  said  seal  follows : 

[Seal.] 

Upon  motion. 

Resolved,  that  the  stock  book  and  transfer  book  presented  at  this 
meeting  be  and  the  same  hereby  are  adopted  as  the  stock  book  and  the 
transfer  book  of  the  company,  and  the  secretary  is  hereby  directed  to 
send  the  same  to  the  registered  of&ce  of  the  company. 

Upon  motion, 

Resolved,  that  the  treasurer  be,  and  he  hereby  is,  authorized  to  open 
a  bank  account  in  behalf  of  the  company  with  the  Empire  State  Na- 
tional Bank. 

Further  Resolved,  that,  until  otherwise  ordered,  checks,  notes,  and 
other  obligations  may  be  endorsed  on  behalf  of  the  company  for  col- 
lection, by  either  the  treasurer,  or  an  assistant  treasurer,  and  deposited 
to  the  credit  of  the  company  in  the  said  bank. 
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Further  Resolved,  that,  niitil  otherwise  ordered,  the  said  bank  be 
and  it  hereby  is  authorized  to  make  payments  from  the  funds  of  this 
company  on  deposit  with  it,  according  to  the  cheek  of  this  company 
signed  by  its  president,  or  a  vice-president,  and  countersigned  by  the 
treasurer  or  an  assistant  treasurer. 

Upon  motion. 

Resolved,  that  the  forms  of  certificates  for  shares  of  the  common 
and  preferred  stock  of  the  company  presented  at  this  meeting  be  and 
they  hereby  are  adopted,  and  that  such  forms  be  spread  upon  the 
records  of  the  meeting. 

The  forms  of  stock  certificates  were  as  follows : 

[Here  take  in  forms  of  stock  certificates.] 

Upon  motion, 

Resolved,  that  the  Security  Trust  Company,  a  New  Jersey  corpora- 
tion, be  and  it  hereby  is  designated  as  the  transfer  agent  of  this 
company,  and  the  New  Jersey  Bonding  Company,  a  New  Jersey  cor- 
poration, be  and  it  hereby  is  designated  as  the  registrar  of  transfers, 
and  that  all  certificates  for  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company 
shall  be  countersigned  by  such  transfer  agent  and  also  by  such  regis- 
trar of  transfers. 

Upon  motion. 

Resolved,  that  this  company  establish  and  maintain  an  olfice  in 
Eoom  10,  Number  17  Wall  Street,  New  York  City,  and  that  all  meet- 
ings of  the  board  of  directors  shall  be  held  at  such  ofiB.ce  until  other- 
wise ordered. 

Upon  motion  duly  made  and  seconded,  and  on  the  affirmative  vote 
of  all  present,  the  following  preambles  and  resolutions  were  adopted : 

Whereas,  Mr.  James  Wakefield,  of  Pittsburg,  Pennsylvania,  has 
offered,  in  consideration  of  the  issue  to  him  or  upon  his  order  of  pre^ 
f erred  stock  in  this  company  to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  thousand 
dollars  ($100,000)  par  value,  and  of  common  stock  in  this  company 
to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($150,000) 
par  value,  to  sell  to  this  company  the  following  described  property, 
to  wit : 

[Here  take  in  description  of  property] ;  and 

Whereas,  in  the  judgment  of  the  directors  such  property  is  necessary 
for  the  business  of  this  company,  and  is  of  the  fair  value  of  two  hun- 
dred and  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($250,000) ; 

Resolved,  that  it  be  adjudged  and  declared  that  said  property  is  of 
the  fair  value  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($250,000), 
and  that  the  same  is  necessary  for  the  business  of  the  company. 

Further  Resolved,  that  the  form  of  agreement  for  the  purchase  of 
said  property  presented  at  this  meeting  by  the  counsel  to  the  com- 
pany, be,  and  the  same  hereby  is,  approved,  and  the  president  or  a 
vice-president,  and  the  secretary  or  the  assistant  secretary  are  hereby 
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authorized  and  directed  to  execute  the  same,  in  the  name  of,  and  on 
behalf  of  the  company,  and  under  its  corporate  seal. 

Further  Resolved,  that  upon  the  conveyance  or  transfer  to  this  com- 
pany of  the  said  property  by  instruments  of  conveyance  or  transfer 
satisfactory  to  the  counsel  to  the  company,  the  of&cers  of  this  com- 
pany be  and  they  hereby  are  authorized  and  directed  to  prepare,  sign, 
and  seal  certificates  of  stock  pursuant  to  the  by-laws,  and  to  issue  cer- 
tificates of  the  full  paid  preferred  stock  of  this  company  to  the  aggre- 
gate amount  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  (100,000),  and  of  the 
common  stock  of  this  company  to  the  aggregate  amount  of  one  hun- 
dred and  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($150,000)  to  the  said  James  Wakefield, 
or  upon  his  order. 

Upon  motion,  the  meeting  adjourned. 

Hugh  Knowlks, 

Secretary, 
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CEKTIFICATE  OF  AMENDMENT 

OP 

OEIGINAL  CEETIFICATE  OF  INCORPOEATION 

OF 

CONSOLIDATED  STEEL  COMPANY. 

Consolidated  Steel  Company,  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  and 
George  Bathurst,  the  president,  and  Hugh  Knowles,  the  secretary,  of 
said  company,  do  hereby  certify  as  follows : 

1.  The  location  of  the  principal  and  registered  office  of  the  company 
in  the  State  of  New  Jersey  is  at  Number  10  Day  Street,  in  the  City 
of  Hoboken,  County  of  Hudson.  The  name  of  the  agent  therein  and 
in  charge  thereof  and  upon  whom  process  against  the  corporation  may 
be  served  is  the  Security  Trust  Company. 

2.  The  total  authorized  capital  stock  of  said  company,  as  set  forth 
in  its  original  certificate  of  incorporation,  is  five  hundred  thousand 
dollars  divided  into  five  thousand  shares  of  the  par  value  of  one  hun- 
dred dollars  each,  of  which  two  thousand  shares  are  to  be  preferred 
stock,  and  three  thousand  shares  are  to  be  common  stock.  Of  such 
total  authorized  capital  stock  one  thousand  shares  of  the  preferred 
stock  and  fifteen  hundred  shares  of  the  common  stock  have  heretofore 
been  issued  and  are  now  outstanding,  and  no  other  shares  of  said  pre- 
ferred or  common  stock  have  heretofore  been  issued  or  are  now  out- 
standing. 

3.  The  board  of  directors  of  said  company,  at  a  meeting  of  said 
board  duly  held,  passed  a  resolution  declaring  that  the  changes  and 
amendments  hereinafter  set  forth  are  advisable,  and  calling  a  meeting 
of  the  stockholders  to  take  action  thereon. 

4.  Such  meeting  of  the  stockholders  was  thereupon  duly  held  pur- 
suant to  such  call  of  the  board  of  directors,  upon  notice  given  to  each 
stockholder  as  provided  in  the  by-laws.  At  said  meeting  all  of  the 
stockholders  of  said  company  were  present  in  person  or  represented 
by  proxy,  and  more  than  two-thirds  in  interest  of  each  class  of  the 
stockholders  having  voting  powers  —  namely,  all  of  the  stockholders 
of  said  company  —  voted  in  favor  of  such  changes  and  amendments 
which  were .  accordingly  adopted.  Such  changes  and  amendments 
are  as  follows : 

A.  That  article  fourth  of  the  certificate  of  incorporation  of  said 
company  be  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows : 
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Fourth :  The  total  authorized  capital  stock  of  this  corporation  is 
forty  million  dollars,  divided  into  four  hundred  thousand  shares  of 
the  par  value  of  one  hundred  dollars  each.  Of  said  stock  two  hun- 
dred thousand  shares  are  to  be  preferred  stock,  and  two  hundred  thou- 
sand shares  are  to  be  common  stock. 

The  holders  of  such  preferred  stock  shall  be  entitled  to  receive 
from  the  surplus  or  net  profits  arising  from  the  business  of  the  cor- 
poration a  fixed  yearly  dividend  of  seven  per  centum,  payable  semi- 
annually on  the  2d  days  of  January  and  July  in  each  year,  before  any 
dividend  shall  be  set  apart  or  paid  on  the  said  common  stock. 

Should  the  surplus  or  net  profits  arising  from  the  business  of  the 
corporation,  prior  to  any  dividend  daj"-,  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  divi- 
dend upon  the  preferred  stock,  such  dividend  shall  be  payable  from 
future  profits,  and  no  dividend  shall  at  any  time  be  paid  upon  the  said 
common  stock  until  the  full  amount  of  seven  per  centum  per  annum 
up  to  that  time  upon  all  the  preferred  stock  shall  have  been  paid  or 
set  apart.  The  holders  of  preferred  stock  shall  be  entitled  to  no  divi- 
dends beyond  the  seven  per  centum  aforesaid. 

The  holders  of  such  preferred  stock  shall,  in  case  of  the  liquidation 
or  dissolution  of  the  company,  be  entitled  to  be  paid  in  full  both  the 
principal  of  their  shares  and  accrued  dividends  before  any  amount 
shall  be  paid  to  the  holders  of  the  common  stock. 

And  that  the  capital  stock  of  said  company  be  increased  accordingly 
to  forty  million  dollars,  divided  into  four  hundred  thousand  shares  of 
the  par  value  of  one  hundred  dollars  each,  of  which  amount  two  hun- 
dred thousand  shares,  amounting  to  twenty  million  dollars,  shall  be 
preferred  stock,  with  the  rights  and  preferences  aforesaid,  and  two 
hundred  thousand  shares,  amounting  to  twenty  million  dollars,  shall 
be  common  stock. 

JB.  That  the  certificate  of  incorporation  of  said  Consolidated  Steel 
Company,  as  amended,  shall  read  as  follows  : 

(Here  take  in  amended  certificate  of  incorporation,  being  the  origi- 
nal' certificate  of  incorporation  with  article  fourth  amended  as  above 
set  forth.) 

6.  The  written  assent  of  all  the  stockholders  of  said  Consolidated 
Steel  Company  to  the  foregoing  amendments  and  changes  is  hereto 
appended. 

In  witness  whebeof,  the  said  Consolidated  Steel  Company  has 
caused  this  certificate  to  be  signed  by  its  president  and  its  secretary, 
and  its  corporate  seal  to  be  hereto  affixed,  this  26th  day  of  April, 
1909. 

Geoege  Bathuest,  President. 
Hugh  Knowlbs,  Secretary. 
(  Seal  of  Consolidated  ) 
(     Steel  Company,      j 
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State  of  New  Jersey,  ) 
County  of  Hudson.       ) 

Be  it  remembered  that  on  this  26th  day  of  April,  1909,  before  the 
undersigned  personally  appeared  George  Bathurst,  to  me  known,  and 
known  to  me  to  be  the  president,  and  Hugh  Knowles,  to  me  known, 
and  known  to  me  to  be  the  secretary,  of  Consolidated  Steel  Company, 
the  corporation  named  in  the  foregoing  certificate,  and  who  exe- 
cuted the  same ;  and,  I  having  first  made  known  to  them  and  each  of 
them  the  contents  thereof,  they  did  severally  acknowledge  that  they 
signed  and  delivered  the  same  as  their  voluntary  act  and  deed. 

And  the  said  Hugh  Knowles,  being  by  me  duly  sworn  according  to 
law,  on  his  oath  doth  depose  and  say  that  he  is  the  secretary  of  the 
said  Consolidated  Steel  Company ;  that  the  seal  affixed  to  the  fore- 
going certificate  is  the  corporate  seal  of  said  corporation,  the  same 
being  well  known  to  him ;  that  it  was  so  affixed  by  order  of  said  Con- 
solidated Steel  Company ;  that  George  Bathurst  is  president  of  said 
corporation,  and  signed  said  certificate  and  affixed  said  seal  thereto, 
and  delivered  said  certificate  by  authority  of  the  board  of  directors 
and  with  the  assent  of  all  the  stockholders  of  said  corporation,  as  and 
for  his  voluntary  act  and  deed,  and  the  act  and  deed  of  said  corpora- 
tion, in  the  presence  of  deponent,  who  at  the  same  time  subscribed 
his  name  thereto  as  secretary  of  said  corporation  and  as  subscribing 
witness.  And  deponent  further  says  that  the  assent  hereto  appended 
is  signed  by  all  the  stockholders  of  said  corporation. 

Jacob  Austin, 
Master  in  Chancery  of  Hew  Jersey. 

(         Seal  of  the         ) 

(  Master  in  Chancery. ) 

We,  the  undersigned,  being  all  the  stockholders  of  Consolidated 
Steel  Company,  having  at  a  meeting  regularly  called  for  that  purpose 
voted  in  favor  of  the  changes  and  amendments  set  forth  in  the  above 
certificate,  do  now,  pursuant  to  law,  hereby  give  our  written  assent  to 
the  said  changes  and  alterations. 

Witness  oub  hands  this  26th  day  of  April,  1909. 

Names. 
John  Adams,  owning  10  shares  of  common  stock. 

James  Brown,  «       "         "       "        "  " 

Charles  Clark,  "      "        "      "        " 

"    1470     "      "         "  " 

Jambs  Wakefield,        „    ^^^^     „      ,  preferred  « 
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State  of  New  Jekset,  ) 
CoTJNTT  OF  Hudson.       ) 

Be  it  remembered  that  on  this  26th  day  of  April,  1909,  before  the 
undersigned  personally  appeared  John  Adams,  James  Brown,  Charles 
Clark,  and  James  Wakefield,  who  I  am  satisfied  are  the  persons  named 
in  and  who  executed  the  foregoing  instrument,  and,  I  haying  first  made 
known  to  them  and  each  of  them  the  contents  thereof,  they  did  sever- 
ally acknowledge  that  they  signed  and  delivered  the  same  as  their 
voluntary  act  and  deed. 

Jacob  Austin, 
Master  in  Chancery  of  New  Jersey, 
f         Seal  of  the  ) 

X  Master  in  Chancery. ) 
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LISTING  OF  SECUEITIES 

OP 

CONSOLIDATED  STEEL  COMPANY. 

To  the  Committee  on  Stock  List  of  the  Stock  Exchange : 

Consolidated  Steel  Company  hereby  makes  application  to  have  the 
following  bonds  and  stock  of  said  company  placed  on  the  regular  list 
of  the  Stock  Exchange : 

Ten  million  dollars  ($10,000,000)  first  mortgage  five  per  centum 
gold  bonds,  consisting  of  nine  thousand  (9000)  bonds  for  one  thousand 
dollars  (f  1000)  each,  numbered  from  M 1  to  M  9000  both  inclusive, 
and  of  two  thousand  (2000)  bonds  for  five  hundred  dollars  ($500) 
each,  numbered  from  D9001  to, D 11000  both  inclusive; 

Ten  million  dollars  ($10,000,000)  seven  per  centum  cumulative  pre- 
ferred stock ; 

Ten  million  dollars  ($10,000,000)  common  stock. 

Consolidated  Steel  Company  was  organized  on  April  6,  1909,  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and  its  certificate  of  incorpora- 
tion was  amended  on  April  26,  1909. 

The  company  has  acquired  under  the  laws  of  the  States  of  New 
Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  and  New  York,  by  direct  conveyance,  free  of 
liens,  the  following  property : 

The  plant,  stock  in  trade,  good  will,  and  all  other  assets  of  the  iron 
business  formerly  carried  on  in  Pittsburg,  Pennsylvania,  by  James 
Wakefield,  doing  business  as  James  Wakefield  and  Company ; 

The  plant,  stock  in  trade,  good  will,  and  all  other  assets  of  the 
business  formerly  carried  on  in  Lebanon,  Pennsylvania,  by  the  Leba^ 
non  Iron  Company,  a  Pennsylvania  corporation  ; 
.  The  plant  located  in  Buffalo,  New  York,  formerly  owned  by  the 
Delaware  Iron  Company,  a  Pennsylvania  corporation,  and  commonly 
known  as  the  Buffalo  Mill,  together  with  all  the  stock  in  trade  in  said 
plant. 

The  company  has  also  acquired  the  following  securities  : 

Three  million  dollars  ($3,000,000)  six  per  centum  first  mortgage 
bonds  of  the  Delaware  Iron  Company,  part  of  a  total  of  four  million 
eight  hundred  thousand  dollars  ($4,800,000)  of  such  bonds  issued  by 
said  company  and  now  outstanding; 

Five  thousand  and  thirty-three  (5033)  shares  of  the  common  stock 
of  the  Delaware  Iron  Company  out  of  a  total  of  ten  thousand  (10,000) 
shares  of  common  stock  issued  by  said  company  and  now  outstanding 
(no  preferred  stock  having  been  issued  by  said  company). 

Consolidated  Steel  Company  had  on  the  2Tth  day  of  April,  1909,  one 
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million  eight  hundred  seventy-three  thousand  four  hundred  thirty-two 
dollars  and  forty-three  cents  ($1,873,432.43)  in  its  treasury. 

FiKST  MoETGAGE  FivB  Pee  Centum  Gold  Bonds. 

These  bonds  bear  date  April  27,  1909 ;  mature  January  1, 1929 ; 
bear  interest  from  January  1,  1909,  payable  January  1  and  July  1 ; 
are  payable,  principal  and  interest,  at  the  office  of  Black  and  Company 
in  the  city  of  New  York  in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States  of  America 
of  or  equal  to  the  present  standard  of  weight  and  fineness  without 
deduction  for  any  tax  or  taxes  which  the  company  may  be  required 
to  pay  thereon  and  retain  therefrom  under  any  present  or  future  law 
of  the  United'  States  of  America  or  of  any  state,  county,  or  munici- 
pality thereof ;  and  they  or  any  of  them  are  redeemable  at  the  option 
of  the  company  on  six  months'  notice  on  January  1,  1919,  or  any  in- 
terest day  thereafter,  at  five  per  centum  premium  and  accrued  interest. 
The  said  bonds  are  of  an  issue  limited  to  the  principal  amount  of 
twenty  million  dollars  ($20,000,000)  at  any  one  time  outstanding. 
The  bonds  are  in  coupon  form  with  the  right  of  registration  as  to 
principal.  The  trustee  of  the  mortgage  is  Interborough  Trust  Com- 
pany of  New  York.  The  transfer  agency  for  the  registered  bonds 
will  be  at  the  office  of  the  company  in  New  York  City. 

To  secure  said  bonds  the  company  has  executed  and  delivered  to 
Interborough  Trust  Company  of  New  York  its  first  mortgage  dated 
April  27,  1909,  covering  the  properties  in  Pittsburg,  Lebanon,  and 
Buffalo  above  mentioned,  and  the  stock  and  bonds  also  above  men- 
tioned, and  such  other  properties  as  are  in  said  mortgage  more  par- 
ticularly described. 

Seven  Pee  Centum  Cumulative  Pkefeered  Stock. 

The  holders  of  such  preferred  stock  are  entitled  to  receive  from  the 
surplus  or  net  profits  arising  from  the  business  of  the  corporation  a 
fixed  yearly  dividend  of  seven  per  centum,  payable  semi-annually  on. 
the  2d  days  of  January  and  July  in  each  year,  before  any  dividend  is 
set  apart  or  paid  on  the  common  stock. 

Should  the  surplus  or  net  profits  arising  from  the  business  of  the 
corporation  prior  to  any  dividend  day  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  dividend 
upon  the  preferred  stock,  such  dividends  are  payable  from  the  future 
profits,  and  no  dividend  is  at  any  time  to  be  paid  upon  the  common 
stock  until  the  full  amount  of  seven  per  centum  per  annum  up  to  that 
time  upon  all  the  preferred  stock  shall  have  been  paid  or  set  apart. 
The  holders  of  preferred  stock  are  entitled  to  no  dividends  beyond  the 
seven  per  centum  aforesaid. 

The  holders  of  preferred  stock  are  entitled  in  case  of  the  liquidation 
or  dissolution  of  the  company  to  be  paid  in  full  both  the  principal  of 
their  shares  and  accriied  dividends  before  any  amount  is  paid  to  the 
holders  of  the  common  stock. 
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The  total  amount  of  the  preferred  stock  authorized  is  twenty  mil- 
lion dollars  ($20,000,000),  ten  million  dollars  ($10,000,000)  of  which 
has  been  issued. 

Common  Stock. 

The  total  amount  of  the  common  stock  authorized  is  twenty  million 
dollars  ($20,000,000),  of  which  ten  million  dollars  ($10,000,000)  has 
been  issued. 

The  board  of  directors  of  Consolidated  Steel  Company  is  constituted 
as  follows : 

Messrs.  Henry  Chamberlain,  Frank  M.  Converse,  Richard  T.  Frances, 
Lawrence  K.  Mclntyre,  Philip  Talbot,  George  Bathurst,  Arthur  K. 
Livingston,  Samuel  P.  Stacy,  Amasa  Thompson,  William  K.  Waring, 
Hiram  A.  Hilbreth,  George  Ivins,  Isaac  Jones,  Herbert  S.  Pendreigh, 
and  Walter  M.  Stickney. 

The  officers  of  Consolidated  Steel  Company  are  as  follows : 

President :  Mr.  George  Bathurst. 

Vice-Presidents :  Mr.  John  Adams  and  Mr.  Philip  Livermore. 

Treasurer:  Mr.  John  G.  Holmes. 

Assistant  Treasurer :  Mr.  Hugh  Knowles. 

Secretary :  Mr.  Hugh  Knowles. 

Assistant  Secretary:  Mr.  John  G.  Holmes. 

The  principal  office  of  Consolidated  Steel  Company  is  at  No.  10 
Day  Street,  in  the  city  of  Hoboken,  County  of  Hudson,  State  of  New 
Jersey ;  the  company  also  maintains  offices  at  No.  17  Wall  Street, 
New  York  City,  and  at  No.  3  Scranton  Street,  Lebanon,  Pennsylvania. 

Herewith  are  submitted : 

1.  Copy  of  the  certificate  of  incorporation  of  Consolidated  Steel 
Company. 

2.  Copy  of  the  amended  certificate  of  incorporation  of  Consolidated 
Steel  Company. 

3.  Seven  copies  of  the  first  mortgage  of  Consolidated  Steel  Com- 
pany, including  one  copy  certified  by  Interborough  Trust  Company  of 
New  York  to  be  a  true  copy  of  the  original. 

4.  Certificate  of  Interborough  Trust  Company  of  New  York  ac- 
knowledging the  acceptance  of  the  trust  under  said  first  mortgage, 
stating  the  securities  held  under  the  trust,  and  giving  the  numbers  of 
the  first  mortgage  bonds  executed  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
mortgage. 

5.  Copy  of  the  by-laws  of  Consolidated  Steel  Company. 

6.  Opinion  of  counsel. 

7.  Balance  sheet  of  Consolidated  Steel  Company,  as  of  May  1, 1909, 
certified  by  Strong,  Longmead,  and  Company. 

8.  Statement  of  earnings  and  expenses  of  the  three  businesses  car- 
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ried  on  in  the  plants  above  mentioned  for  the  year  ending  January  1, 
1909,  also  certified  by  Strong,  Longmead,  and  Company. 
9.  Sample  copies  of  bonds,  coupons,  and  stock  certificates. 

CosrsoiiiDATBD  Steel  Company, 
By  Geokge  Bathurst, 

President. 

Accompanying  the  foregoing  application  was  the  following  opinio* 
of  counsel : 
To  the  Committee  on  Stock  List  of  the  Stock  Exchange : 

Gentlemen  : 

We  have  examined  the  certificate  of  incorporation  of 
Consolidated  Steel  Company,  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  and  the 
amendments  thereto,  and  the  proceedings  relating  to  the  organization 
of  that  company  and  to  the  issue  of  its  preferred  and  common  stock. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  said  company  has  been  legally  incorporated 
and  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey ;  that  it  has 
power  to  issue  seven  per  centum  cumulative  preferred  stock  to  the  par 
amount  of  twenty  million  dollars  ($20,000,000)  and  common  stock  to 
the  par  amount  of  twenty  million  dollars  ($20,000,000) ;  that  pre- 
ferred stock  to  the  amount  of  ten  million  dollars  ($10,000,000)  and 
common  stock  to  the  amount  of  ten  million  dollars  ($10,000,000)  has 
been  issued  in  due  form,  and  that  the  action  of  the  directors  and  stock- 
holders of  said  company  in  respect  of  said  stock,  both  preferred  and 
common,  was  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

We  have  also  examined  the  first  mortgage  dated  April  27,  1909, 
made  by  said  company  to  Interborough  Trust  Company  of  New  York 
as  trustee  to  secure  an  issue  of  its  five  per  centum  first  mortgage  gold 
bonds,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  action  of  the  directors  and  stock- 
holders of  said  company  in  respect  to  this  mortgage  was  in  conformity 
with  law,  that  the  said  mortgage  is  a  valid  lien  on  the  properties 
therein  mentioned,  and' that  the  bonds  issued  under  said  mortgage  are 
valid  and  binding  obligations  of  said  company. 

Yours  faithfully, 

Stockton  and  Livebmore. 
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SYNDICATE  AGREEMENT. 

Agreement,  made  this  fifth  day  of  April,  one  thousand  nine  hun- 
dred and  nine,  by  and  between  Brown  &  Company  and  Jones  &  Com- 
pany, of  New  York,  and  Smith  &  Company,  of  London,  as  Readjust- 
ment Managers  (hereinafter  called  the  "Readjustment  Managers"), 
parties  of  the  first  part ;  Talbot  &  Company,  of  London,  Watkins  & 
Company  and  Weill  &  Company,  of  New  York,  as  Syndicate  Man- 
agers (hereinafter  called  the  "  Syndicate  Managers  "),  parties  of  the 
second  part;  and  the  Syndicate  Subscribers  hereto  (hereinafter  called 
the  "  Subscribers  "),  parties  of  the  third  part,  who  together  with  the 
Syndicate  Managers  constitute  the  Syndicate,  each  subscriber  being 
bound  only  ratably  to  the  extent  of  his  own  subscription  and  not  for 
any  other  subscriber  or  subscription. 

Whereas,  pursuant  to  a  certain  plan  and  agreement  of  readjustment, 
dated  April  5, 1909,  about  to  be  issued,  it  is  proposed  to  undertake  a 
readjustment  of  the  affairs  of  the  New  York  &  Buffalo  Railroad  Com- 
pany on  the  basis  of  an  issue  of  twenty  million  dollars  ($20,000,000) 
Prior  Lien  4^  per  cent  Gold  Mortgage  Bonds  (whicb  issue  may  for  the 
purposes  in  said  plan  specified  be  increased  as  therein  stated),  and 
fifteen  million  dollars  (f  15,000,000)  First  Consolidated  Mortgage  4  per 
cent  Gold  Bonds  (which  issue  may  be  increased  for  the  purposes  in 
the  said  plan  specified  as  therein  stated),  and  of  an  issue  of  twenty- 
five  million  dollars  ($25,000,000)  in  Eour  Per  Cent  Non-Cumulative 
Preferred  Stock  (which  issue  may  for  the  purposes  in  said  plan  speci- 
fied be  increased  as  therein  stated),  and  of  thirty-three  million  three 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($33,350,000)  in  New  Common 
Stock  ;  it  being  understood  that  to  the  extent  that  the  existing  bonds 
shall  not  be  exchanged  for  new  securities  under  the  offer  in  the  plan, 
or  not  retired  by  payment  on  redemption  or  in  dissolution  proceedings, 
or  otherwise,  the  new  securities  respectively  apportioned  to  such 
bonds  under  the  plan  shall  be  reserved  for  the  ultimate  redemption 
thereof;  and 

TVhereas,  in  order  to  provide  the  cash  requirements  of  said  plan  as 
hereinafter  set  forth,  the  Readjustment  Managers  have  undertaken  to 
form  a  syndicate  to  which  the  parties  of  the  third  part  desire  to  be 
admitted  as  subscribers,  and  it  is  proposed  that  to  the  extent  and  in 
the  manner  hereinafter  provided  the  Syndicate  shall  provide  such  cash 
requirements  of  the  said  plan  and  purchase  the  new  securities  as  here- 
inafter provided ; 

Now,  this  Agreement  Witnesseth,  that  in  consideration  of  the  mutual 
promises  herein  contained,  the  parties  hereto  agree  with  each  other 
and  with  the  Readjustment  Managers  and  the  Syndicate  Managers, 
the  said  Syndicate  Subscribers  agreeing  each  for  himself  and  not  for 
any  other,  as  follows : 
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First.  The  parties  of  the  second  and  third  parts  hereto  hereby 
form  a  syndicate  for  the  purpose  of  providing  the  cash  requirements 
of  the  said  Plan  of  Eeadjustment  of  the  New  York  &  Buffalo  Eailroad 
Company.  The  maximum  amount  or  obligation  of  the  syndicate  shall 
not  exceed  the  sum  of  twenty-five  million  dollars  ($25,000,000),  and 
such  obligations  shall  be  divided  and  apportioned  as  recited  in  this 
agreement.  This  agreement  shall  not  take  effect  until  the  said  maxi- 
mum amount  shall  have  been  subscribed. 

Second.  The  syndicate  agrees  to  take  and  pay  for  and  the  Read- 
justment Managers  will, sell  and  deliver  the  following  new  securities 
when  issued,  or  certificates  therefor  entitling  the  holders  to  the  new 
seciirities  when  issued,  viz. : 

(1)  $9,221,000.00  Prior  Lien  4J  Per  Cent  Gold  Mortgage  Bonds. 
$3,695,312.60  First  Consolidated  Mortgage  4  Per  Cent  Gold  Bonds. 
$2,400,000.00  New  4  Per  Cent  Preferred  Stock  (Trust  Certificates) 

for  the  sum  of  twelve  million  nine  hundred  and  sixty-seven  thousand 
three  hundred  and  sixty-seven  dollars  ($12,967,367),  plus  any  interest 
accrued  on  said  bonds  when  delivered. 

(2)  The  Syndicate,  if  so  requested  by  the  Eeadjustment  Managers, 
will  further  take  and  pay  for  such  part  of  the  $10,779,000  new  Prior 
Lien  4J^  Per  Cent  Gold  Mortgage  Bonds  (or  Certificates  therefor  en- 
titling the  holders  to  such  new  Bonds  when  issued),  which  under  the 
Plan  are  to  be  offered  to  the  holders  of  the  present  outstanding  New 
York  &  Buffalo  Eailroad  Company  First  Mortgage  (Prior  Lieni  6  Per 
Cent  Bonds,  as  may  not  be  taken  by  them  within  the  time  limit  fixed 
by  the  Eeadjustment  Managers,  at  the  price  of  $985  per  bond,  plus 
any  interest  accrued  on  said  bonds  when  delivered. 

(3)  The  Syndicate  further  agrees  with  the  Eeadjustment  Managers 
to  advance  to  them  or  on  their  order  cash  not  exceeding  in  the  aggre- 
gate the  sum  of  ten  million  dollars  ($10,000,000)  if  the  Eeadjustment 
Managers  shall  in  their  discretion  deem  that  such  cash  advances  will 
tend  to  promote  the  consummation  of  the  Plan  of  Eeadjustment,  as 
follows,  viz. : 

{a)  To  advance  moneys  on  the  security  of  the  existing  bonds  or 
coupons  or  stock  trust  certificates  of  the  New  York  &  Buffalo  Rail- 
road or  certificates  issued  by  the  Eeadjustment  Managers  entitling 
their  holders  to  new  securities  when  issued,  or  upon  other  securities 
satisfactory  to  the  Syndicate  Managers. 

(h)  To  advance  cash  to  purchase  any  properties  whose  securities 
are  owned  by  the  New  York  &  Buffalo  Eailroad  Company,  or  any 
part  thereof,  on  any  sale  of  said  properties  in  dissolution  proceed- 
ings or  otherwise. 

The  Syndicate  shall  make  such  advances  from  time  to  time  upon 
twenty  days'  written  notice  from  the  Eeadjustment  Managers  to  the 
Syndicate  Managers.  Such  advances  shall  be  repaid  with  interest  at 
the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  new  secu- 
rities deliverable  hereunder.     The  Eeadjustment  Managers,  however, 
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shall  in  no  event  be  personally  liable  in  respect  of  any  obligation, 
advance,  piircliase  or  loan  hereunder. 

Third.  Each  subscriber  signing  this  agreement  shall  set  opposite 
his  name  and  address  the  amount  of  his  subscription  to  the  Syndicate, 
and  shall  from  time  to  time  and  at  any  time  on  call  of  the  Syndicate 
Managers  make  cash  payments  on  account  of  his  subscription  here- 
under. Not  over  five  million  dollars  ($6,000,000)  (twenty  per  cent) 
in  money  in  the  aggregate  shall  be  called  from  the  Syndicate  sub- 
scribers in  any  one  month.  Payments  from  the  subscribers  shall  be  due 
ten  days  after  the  sending  of  written  notice  from  the  Syndicate  Man- 
agers to  the  subscribers,  and  such  notice  shall  be  by  letter  to  the  sub- 
scribers in  the  United  States  and  by  cable  or  letter  to  those  in  Europe 
at  the  addresses  of  the  respective  subscribers  written  below,  or  at  such 
other  addresses  as  may  be  furnished  in  writing  to  the  Syndicate  Man- 
agers by  the  subscribers  respectively.  Each  subscriber  shall  be  called 
upon  to  pay  and  shall  be  liable  only  for  such  amount  as  shall  bear  to 
the  total  obligation  payable  by  the  Syndicate  as  ascertained  from  time 
to  time  the  same  ratio  or  proportion  as  his  subscription  hereunder 
written  bears  to  the  maximum  obligation  of  the  Syndicate  as  fixed  in 
this  agreement.  The  Syndicate  Managers  may  at  any  time  in  their 
discretion  distribute  among  the  subscribers  pro  rata  any  securities 
acquired  or  held  hereunder;  but  until  the  termination  of  the  Syndi- 
cate, unless  the  Syndicate  Managers  shall  otherwise  notify  the  sub- 
scribers in  writing,  no  securities  so  delivered  to  subscribers  shall  be 
sold  by  them,  but  they  shall  all  be  held  by  the  subscribers  subject  to 
the  order  and  control  of  the  Syndicate  Managers,  to  be  returned  to  said 
Syndicate  Managers  upon  demand  or  their  order,  for  sale  or  exchange 
on  Syndicate  account. 

Fourth.  The  Readjustment  Managers  shall  pay  to  the  Syndicate 
Managers  for  the  benefit  of  the  several  Syndicate  subscribers  in  pro- 
portion to  their  respective  subscriptions  a  commission  or  compensation 
of  three  per  cent  (3  per  cent)  in  cash  on  the  amount  of  their  subscrip- 
tions hereunder  regardless  of  the  amount  which  the  Syndicate  shall 
be  called  upon  to  pay  or  advance.  Such  compensation  shall  be  paid 
from  time  to  time,  as  the  Readjustment  Managers  and  Syndicate  Man- 
agers shall  determine. 

Fifth.  Deliveries  of  the  respective  new  securities  shall  be  made  with 
reasonable  promptness  after  completion  of  the  readjustment  in  New 
York  and  London  in  such  proportions  as  the  Syndicate  Managers 
shall  request.  The  Syndicate  shall  continue  in  force  and  operation 
until  one  year  after  the  delivery  of  the  new  securities,  unless  sooner 
terminated  by  the  Syndicate  Managers  in  their  discretion  and  at  their 
option  upon  notice  to  the  subscribers. 

Sixth.  The  Plan  of  Readjustment  may  be  modified  from  time  to 
time  by  the  Readjustment  Managers  as  provided  in  the  Readjustment 
Agreement.  Thereupon  this  agreement  shall  apply  to  such  modified 
plan,  and,  if,  as  a  result  of  such  modification,  a  less  amount  of  cash  shall 
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be  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  readjustment,  the  amount  of  any 
class  or  classes  of  securities  to  be  sold  as  specified  in  Paragraph 
Second,  may  be  reduced.  In  such  case  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the 
Syndicate  shall  be  diminished,  as  may  be  agreed  upon,  between  the 
Syndicate  Managers  and  the  Eeadjustment  Managers.  The  Eeadjust- 
ment  Managers  may  finally  abandon  the  plan,  including  all  modifica- 
tions thereof,  and  in  such  event  this  agreement  shall  cease  to  be  of 
any  future  effect,  and  no  compensation  thereunder  shall  be  due  to  the 
Syndicate ;  but  any  advance  theretofore  made  by  the  Syndicate  under 
subdivision  3  of  Article  Second  of  this  agreement  shall  be  repaid  with 
interest  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent  per  annum,  and  any  securities  there- 
tofore purchased  and  then  held  for  Syndicate  account  may  thereafter 
be  sold  and  the  proceeds  distributed  among  the  Syndicate  subscribers 
at  such  time  or  times  and  in  such  amounts  as  the  Syndicate  Managers 
shall  determine,  not  later,  however,  than  one  year  after  the  final  aban- 
donment of  the  plan. 

Seventh.  The  failure  of  any  Syndicate  subscriber  to  perform  amy  of 
his  undertakings  hereunder  shall  not  affect  or  release  any  other  Syndi- 
cate subscriber,  and  upon  such  failure  the  Syndicate  Managers  shall 
have  the  right  at  their  option  to  exclude  such  subscriber  from  further 
interest  and  participation  in  the  Syndicate  and  to  forfeit  any  payments 
he  may  have  theretofore  made  thereunder,  and  to  recover  all  damages 
resulting  from  his  failure.  The  Syndicate  Managers  may  in  "their  dis- 
Ciretion  by  written  consent  release  any  subscriber,  and  may  accept  new 
subscribers  from  time  to  time  in  the  place  of  any  subscriber  so  failing 
or  released.  Each  subscriber  shall  be  liable  hereunder  solely  to  the 
Syndicate  Managers  and  the  Eeadjustment  Managers  and  their  as- 
signs and  only  for  such  ratable  part  of  the  obligations  of  the  Syndicate 
as  the  amount  of  his  subscription  bears  to  f  25,000,000.  Nothing  con- 
tained in  this  agreement  or  otherwise  shall  constitute  the  subscribers 
partners  with  one  another  or  with  the  Syndicate  Managers  or  render 
them  liable  to  contribute  in  any  event  more  than  their  ratable  amount 
as  aforesaid.  The  Eeadjustment  Managers  shall  in  no  event  be  per- 
sonally liable  in  respect  to  any  loss  incurred  hereunder. 

Eighth.  All  the  bonds  and  stocks  purchased  by  the  Syndicate  as 
aforesaid,  and  all  net  proceeds  resulting  from  the  sales  of  any  such 
bonds  or  stock,  or  from  any  other  transaction  of  the  Syndicate  Man- 
agers for  account  of  the  Syndicate  under  any  of  the  provisions  hereof, 
after  payment  of  any  and  all  expenses  and  obligations  incurred  by  the 
Syndicate  Managers  under  the  provisions  of  this  agreement,  and  the 
repayment  of  any  advances  made  by  the  Syndicate,  shall  be  distributed 
among  the  Syndicate  subscribers  pro  rata  by  the  Syndicate  Managers 
at  any  time  when  they  shall  decide  to  terminate  this  agreement,  or 
from  time  to  time  when  and  as  the  Syndicate  Managers  may  deem  ex- 
pedient. The  word  "  stock,"  whenever  used  herein  to  describe  any 
seenrities  to  be  deposited  hereunder,  shall  include  stock  voting  trust 
certificates. 
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Ninth.  The  Syndicate  Managers  may  sell  any  bonds  or  stocks  held 
herennder  to  any  other  subscriber,  and  any  such  other  subscriber  may 
make  any  purchase  from  the  Syndicate  Managers.  The  Syndicate 
Managers  shall  have  absolute  control  over  the  disposition  of  all  stock 
held  by  them,  and  they  may  cause  the  same  to  be  transferred  to  them- 
selves, or  as  they  deem  expedient,  to  any  person  or  persons,  corpora- 
tion or  corporations.  While  so  held  by  them  or  under  their  control 
the  Syndicate  Managers  shall  have  the  exclusive  right,  and  discretion- 
ary power  is  hereby  conferred  upon  them,  to  vote  upon  such  stock 
or  to  cause  the  same  to  be  voted  by  their  nominees  or  by  any  proxies 
appointed  or  selected  by  them  at  all  meetings  of  stockholders  for  the 
election  of  directors  of  the  company,  stock  in  which  is  so  held,  and  for 
any  and  all  purposes  whatsoever.  The  Syndicate  Managers  shall  have 
the  sole  management  and  conduct  of  the  Syndicate.  The  subscribers 
therefore  nominate  and  irrevocably  appoint  the  Syndicate  Managers 
their  agents  and  attorneys,  with  full  power  and  authority  to  do  any 
and  all  acts  and  enter  into  and  execute  any  and  all  agreements  and 
arrangements  deemed  by  the  Syndicate  Managers  necessary,  proper 
or  expedient  to  carry  out  and  perform  the  objects  and  terms  of  this 
agreement  substantially  as  herein  set  forth,  or  to  promote  or  protect 
what  they  may  deem  the  best  interests  of  the  Syndicate,  including  full 
power  and  authority  to  make  purchases  and  sales  in  the  market,  or 
otherwise,  for  account  of  the  syndicate,  of  the  existing  bonds  and  stock 
(voting  trust  certificates)  of  the  New  York  &  Buffalo  Eailroad  Com- 
pany, or  of  other  existing  securities  for  which  new  securities  are  pro- 
vided to  be  issued  under  the  Plan ;  or  of  Certificates  of  Deposit  or 
receipts  for  any  such  bonds  or  stock,  or  in  coupons  now  or  subse- 
quently matured  and  unpaid  belonging  to  any  such  bonds ;  deposits  of 
the  same  under  the  Plan ;  purchases  and  sales  of  the  new  securities 
(or  certificates  entitling  the  holders  to  the  new  securities  as  issued), 
and  generally  to  have  such  transactions  in  said  existing  and  other 
bonds  and  stock  and  new  securities  or  certificates  therefor  as  they 
may  deem  best  for  the  interests  of  the  Syndicate ;  provided,  however, 
that  the  total  cash  obligation  to  be  incurred  by  the  Syndicate  for  such 
purcha,ses  and  for  advances  shall  never  exceed  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
million  dollars  ($25,000,000)  at  any  one  time  as  stated  in  Paragraph 
Pirst  hereof.  . 

Tenth.  To  accomplish  the  objects  and  purposes  of  this  Syndicate, 
each  subscriber  hereby  ratifies  and  assents  to  any  action  of  the  Syn- 
dicate Managers  taken  under  this  agreement,  and  agrees  to  perform 
his  undertakings  hereunder  from  time  to  time  promptly  on  the  call  of 
the  Syndicate  Managers  to  the  full  extent  of  the  amount  of  his  sub- 
scription set  opposite  his  name  hereto  subscribed.  The  enumeration 
of  particular  or  specific  powers  in  this  agreement  shall  not  be  con- 
sidered as  in  any  way  limiting  or  abridging  the  general  powers  and 
discretion  intended  to  be  conferred  upon  and  reserved  to  the  Syn- 
dicate Managers  in  order  to  fully  authorize  them  to  do  any  and  all 
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thiugs  by  them  in  their  discretion  deemed  necessary,  proper  or  expe- 
dient to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  agreement,  and  to  aid,  effectu- 
ate or  consummate  the  Plan  for  readjusting  the  finances  of  the  New 
York  &  Buffalo  Eailroad  Company. 

Eleventh.  The  Syndicate  Managers  shall  not  be  liable  under  any 
of  the  provisions  of  this  agreement  or  any  matter  connected  therewith, 
and  in  like  manner,  the  Eeadjustment  Managers  shall  not  be  liable 
under  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  agreement  or  any  matter  connected 
therewith,  except  in  each  instance  for  good  faith  and  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  diligence.  The  Syndicate  Managers  and  the  Eeadjustment 
Managers,  and  each  of  the  above-named  firms  or  any  member  of  any 
of  said  firms,  may  respectively  become  Syndicate  subscribers  hereto, 
and  in  that  event  they  shall  be  liable  for  their  Syndicate  subscriptions, 
and  shall  participate  in  the  profits  and  losses  of  the  Syndicate  in  the 
same  way  as  and  ratably  with  other  Syndicate  subscribers.  All  ex- 
penses of  the  Syndicate  Managers,  including  counsel  fees,  brokerages 
paid  in  marketing  bonds,  &c.,  shall  be  charged  to  the  Syndicate  and 
all  profits  and  losses  of  the  Syndicate  divided  and  borne  pro  rata,  and 
each  Syndicate  subscriber  agrees  to  pay  to  the  Syndicate  Managers  on 
demand  his  ratable  share  of  any  such  losses. 

Twelfth.  So  far  as  practicable,  the  three  firms,  as  such  Syndicate 
Managers,  shall  act  and  concur  in  all  steps  and  proceedings  hereunder, 
but  in  event  of  the  three  firms  not  concurring,  the  concurrent  action 
of  any  two  of  said  firms  shall  be  the  action  of  the  Syndicate  Managers, 
and  no  action  shall  be  taken  except  with  the  assent  of  at  least  two  of 
said  firms.  The  said  firms  shall  each  act  as  a  co-partnership,  and  in 
case  of  any  change  in  any  of  said  firms  the  respective  firms  of  Talbot 
&  Company,  Watkins  &  Company,  and  Weill  &  Company,  or  their 
respective  successor  firms  as  from  time  to  time  constituted,  shall  con- 
tinue as  Syndicate  Managers,  with  all  the  powers,  rights  and  title 
vested  in  the  Syndicate  Managers  hereunder. 

Thirteenth.  Each  and  every  party  hereto  upon  reasonable  request, 
will  from  time  to  time  execute,  deliver  and  perform  all  written  agree- 
ments necessary  or  proper  to  carry  this  agreement  into  effect. 

Fourteenth.  All  notices  to  American  members  of  the  Syndicate  shall 
be  signed  by  or  for  Watkins  &  Company  and  by  or  for  Weill  &  Com- 
pany, for  the  Syndicate  Managers,  but  if  for  any  reason  it  be  imprac- 
ticable to  have  the  signature  of  both  firms  the  signature  of  either  firm 
shall  be  sufiicient,  provided  the  notice  has  been  authorized  by  the  Syn- 
dicate Managers,  as  provided  in  Paragraph  Twelfth  hereof.  All  notices 
to  other  members  shall  be  sufficient  if  signed  by  or  for  Talbot  &  Com- 
pany. 

Fifteenth.  This  agreement  shall  be  deemed  to  apply  to  and  bind  the 
legal  representatives  and  assigns  of  the  respective  subscribers,  but  no 
assignment  hereunder  shall  be  valid  unless  assented  to  in  writing  by 
the  Syndicate  Managers. 

Sixteenth.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  as  creating 
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any  trust  or  obligation  whatsoever  in  favor  of  the  New  York  &  Buffalo 
Eailroad  Company,  or  in  favor  of  any  person  or  corporation  other  than 
the  subscribers,  nor  any  obligation  in  favor  of  the  subscribers,  except 
only  as  is  herein  expressly  provided. 

Seventeenth.  Six  copies  of  this  agreement  shall  be  signed  by  the 
Syndicate  Managers  and  the  Readjustment  Managers,  and  one  of  such 
copies  lodged  with  each  of  the  firms  composing  the  Syndicate  Man- 
agers and  one  with  each  of  the  firms  composing  the  Eeadjustment 
Managers,  and  other  copies  may  be  signed  by  any  of  the  subscribers, 
but  all  of  the  different  copies  so  signed  shall  together  constitute  but 
one  agreement. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  parties  of  the  first  and  second  parts  hereto 
have  hereunto  subscribed  their  names,  and  the  Subscribers,  parties  of 
the  third  part,  have  hereunto  subscribed  their  names,  addresses  and 
the  amounts  of  subscriptions  made  by  them  respectively  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid. 

Beown  &  Co.,') 

Jones  &  Co.,    >•  Eeadjustment  Managers. 

Smith  &  Co.,  ) 

Talbot  &  Co.,    ") 

Watkins  &  Co.,  y  Syndicate  Managers. 

Weill  &  Co.,      ) 


NAME  OF  SUBSCmSEB. 


ADDRESS  TO  WHICH 

NOTICES  ARE  TO 

BE  SENT. 


AMOUNT  OP 
BUBBCRIPTION. 
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ALBEMARLE  AND  BRISTOL  RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 

VOTING  TRUST  AGREEMENT. 

Dated  April  5th,  1909. 

Agreement,  made  the  5th  day  of  April,  1909,  by  and  between 
Norcross  &  Co.,  Robinson,  Cromwell  &  Co.,  and  Tracy  Brothers,  all  of 
New  York  City  (hereinafter  called  the  Managers),  as  Readjustment 
Managers  under  a  certain  plan  and  agreement  for  the  readjustment 
of  The  Albemarle,  Charlton,  and  Bristol  Railroad  Company,  dated  the 
1st  day  of  October,  1908,  parties  of  the  first  part ;  George  A.  Norcross, 
Williana  A.  Robinson,  and  Edward  C.  Tracy  (hereinafter  called  the 
Voting  Trustees),  parties  of  the  second  part ;  and  holders  of  the  trust 
certificates,  hereinafter  mentioned,  parties  of  the  third  part, 

Witnesseth : 

Whereas,  Albemarle  and  Bristol  Railroad  Company  has  been  organ- 
ized under  the  lawa  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  and,  pursuant  to  said 
plan  and  agreement  of  readjustment,  has  acquired  certain  railroads 
and  property  formerly  of  The  Albemarle,  Charlton,  and  Bristol  Rail- 
road Company ;  and 

Whereas,  said  Albemarle  and  Bristol  Railroad  Company  has  au- 
thorized an  issue  of  its  First  Mortgage  Gold  Bonds,  payable  January 
1,  1939,  with  interest  from  January  1,  1909,  at  the  rate  of  four  per 
cent  per  annum,  secured  by  a  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  dated  April 
5, 1909,  to  Interborough  Trust  Company  of  New  York,  as  Trustee,  on 
certain  of  its  railroads  and  property ;  and  has  also  authorized  an  issue 
of  its  First  Consolidated  Mortgage  Gold  Bonds,  payable  January  1, 
1959,  with  interest  from  January  1,  1909,  at  the  rate  of  four  per  cent 
per  annum,  secured  by  a  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  dated  April  5, 1909, 
to  Mutual  Trust  Company  of  New  York,  as  Trustee,  on  its  railroads 
and  property ;  and 

Whereas,  in  pursuance  of  said  plan  and  agreement  of  readjustment, 
the  Managers,  as  additional  protection  to  said  mortgage  bonds,  have 
delivered  to  the  Voting  Trustees  certificates  for  two  hundred  and 
ninety-nine  thousand,  nine  hundred  and  fifty  full-paid  shares,  of  one 
hundred  dollars  each,  of  the  capital  stock  of  Albemarle  and  Bristol  Rail- 
road Company,  and  said  certificates,  together  with  such  other  similar 
certificates  as  hereafter  from  time  to  time  may  be  delivered  hereunder, 
are  to  be  held  and  disposed  of  by  the  Voting  Trustees  under  and  pursu- 
ant to  the  terms  and  conditions  hereof; 
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Now,  therefore,  the  Voting  Trustees  do  agree  with  the  Managers, 
and  with  each  and  every  holder  of  certificates  issued  as  hereinafter 
provided,  as  follows : 

First :  The  Voting  Trustees  will  from  time  to  time,  ifpon  request, 
cause  to  he  issued  to  the  Managers,  or  upon  their  order,  in  respect  of 
all  certificates  of  stock  received  from  them,  certificates  in  substan- 
tially the  following  form : 

[Here  take  in  form  of  trust  certificate.] 

Second :  On  the  first  day  of  January,  1914,  if  Albemarle  and  Bris- 
tol Eailroad  Company  shall  then  have  paid,  for  two  consecutive  years,  a 
four  per  cent  cash  dividend  on  its  stock,  or,  if  not,  then  as  soon  as  such 
dividend  shall  for'  two  consecutive  years  have  been  so  paid ;  or  when- 
ever, although  prior  to  the  payment  of  such  dividends,  the  Voting 
Trustees  shall  decide  to  make  such  delivery,  the  Voting  Trustees,  in 
exchange  for  and  upon  surrender  of  any  trust  certificate  then  out- 
standing, will,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  hereof,  deliver  certifi- 
cates of  stock  of  Albemarle  and  Bristol  Eailroad  Company,  and  may 
require  the  holders  of  trust  certificates  to  exchange  them  for  certifi- 
cates of  stock. 

Third :  The  Voting  Trustees  possess  and  shall  be  entitled  to  ex- 
ercise until  the  actual  delivery  of  certificates  of  stock  in  exchange 
for  trust  certificates,  all  rights  and  powers  of  owners  of  said  stock 
including  the  unrestricted  right  to  vote  for  every  purpose  and  to 
consent  to  any  corporate  act  of  said  Eailroad  Company,  it  being  ex- 
pressly stipulated  that  no  voting  right  passes  by  or  under  said  trust 
certificates,  or  by  or  under  this  agreement,  or  by  or  under  any  agree- 
ment express  or  implied.  The  Voting  Trustees  will  not,  however, 
during  the  pendency  of  this  agreement,  vote  in  respect  of  the  shares 
of  stock  held  by  them  to  authorize  any  mortgage,  additional  to  the 
First  Mortgage  and  the  First  Consolidated  Mortgage  of  said  Eailroad 
Company,  upon  the  property  acquired  under  said  plan  and  agreement 
of  readjustment  dated  October  1,  1908,  or  to  authorize  the  issue  of 
preferred  stock  of  said  Eailroad  Company,  except  with  the  consent  in 
each  instance  of  the  holders  of  trust  certificates  representing  a  major- 
ity of  the  whole  amount  of  the  stgck  of  said  Eailroad  Company  held 
by  the  Voting  Trustees,  such  consent  to  be  given  in  person  or  by 
proxy  at  a  meeting  called  by  the  Voting  Trustees  for  that  purpose. 

Fourth :  The  trust  certificates  issued  hereunder  shall  be  transfer- 
able upon  the  books  of  the  Voting  Trustees  by  the  registered  holder, 
either  in  person  or  by  attorney,  on  surrender  of  the  trust  certificates, 
properly  indorsed,  and  according  to  the  rules  established  by  the  Voting 
Trustees  for  the  regulation  of  transfers.  Until  so  transferred,  every 
registered  holder  for  the  time  being  of  every  such  trust  certificate 
may  be  treated  by  the  Voting  Trustees  as  the  owner  thereof  for  all 
purposes  whatsoever. 
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Fifth :  So  long  as  any  trust  certificate  is  properly  outstanding  the 
registered  holder  thereof  shall  be  entitled  to  the  payment  of  a  sum 
equal  in  amount  to  any  and  all  dividends  that  have  been  declared  on 
the  shares  held  by  the  Voting  Trustees  against  such  trust  certificates 
as  soon  as  such  dividends  have  been  collected  by  the  Voting  Trustees, 
less  such  fraction  of  the  expenses  of  the  Voting  Trustees  herein  pro- 
vided for  as  the  shares  so  held  against  such  trust  certificate  are  of  the 
total  number  of  the  shares  held  by  the  Voting  Trustees  at  the  time 
such  expenses  were  incurred. 

Sixth :  In  voting  the  stock  held  by  them,  the  Voting  Trustees  will 
exercise  their  best  judgment  from  time  to  time  in  selecting  suitable 
directors  to  the  end  that  the  affairs  of  the  said  Kailroad  Company 
shall  be  properly  managed ;  and  in  voting  and  in  taking  action  on 
other  matters  which  may  come  before  them  as  stockholders  they  will 
likewise  exercise  their  best  judgment ;  but  they  assume  no  responsi- 
bility in  respect  to  such  management  or  in  respect  of  any  action  taken 
pursuant  to  their  consent  thereto  as  such  stockholders. 

The  Voting  Trustees  may  execute  any  of  the  trusts  or  powers 
hereof  and  perform  any  duty  hereby  required  by  or  through  their  at- 
torneys, officers,  agents,  or  servants,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  advice  of 
counsel  in  all  matters  concerning  the  trusts  hereof  and  their  duties 
hereunder.  The  Voting  Trustees  shall  be  answerable  only  for  their 
own  several  acts,  receipts,  neglects,  and  defaults,  and  not  for  those  of 
each  other,  nor  for  those  of  any  person  employed  by  them  and  selected 
with  reasonable  care,  nor  for  loss  unless  the  same  shall  happen 
through  the  individual  wilful  default  of  the  individual  trustee  charged 
therewith. 

The  Voting  Trustees  shall  be  authorized  in  all  cases  to  pay  such 
reasonable  remuneration  as  they  shall  deem  proper  to  all  attorneys, 
ofH.cers,  agents,  and  employees  that  they  may  reasonably  employ  in  the 
management  of  the  trusts  and  powers  hereof,  and  all  such  remunera- 
tion and  all  other  reasonable  expenses  and  disbursements  of  the 
Voting  Trustees  including  their  own  reasonable  remuneration  shall  be 
paid  out  of  dividends  received  in  respect  of  the  shares  of  stock  held 
by  them. 

Any  Voting  Trustee  may  act  as  a  director  or  officer  of  the  said  Rail- 
road Company. 

Seventh :  Any  Voting  Trustee  may,  at  any  time,  resign  by  deliver- 
ing to  the  other  Voting  Trustees  his  resignation  in  writing  to  take 
effect  ten  days  thereafter ;  and,  in  every  case  of  death  or  resignation 
or  of  the  inability  of  any  Voting  Trustee  to  act,  the  vacancy  so  occur- 
ring shall  be  filled  as  follows  :  the  successor  or  successors  from  time 
to  time  of  George  A.  Norcross  shall  be  appointed  by  Norcross  &  Co., 
or  the  successors  of  said  firm  ;  the  successor  or  successors  from  time 
to  time  of  William  A.  Robinson  shall  be  appointed  by  Robinson, 
Cromwell  &  Co.,  or  the  successors  of  said  firm ;  the  successor  or  suc- 
cessors from  time  to  time  of  Edward  C.  Tracy  shall  be  appointed  by 
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Tracy  Brothers,  or  the  successors  of  said  firm,  the  instruments  of 
appointment  being  lodged  with  the  other  Voting  Trustees.  The  term 
Voting  Trustees,  as  herein  used,  shall  apply  to  the  parties  of  the  sec- 
ond part  and  their  successors  hereunder. 

Eighth :  All  action  to  be  taken  by,  or  questions  arising  among,  the 
Voting  Trustees  from  time  to  time  shall  be  determined  by  the  de- 
cision of  a  majority  of  those  then  acting  as  Voting  Trustees.  Such 
decision  may  be  evidenced  by  a  writing  signed  by  the  Voting  Trus- 
tees, or  a  majority  thereof,  and,  if  so  evidenced,  no  meeting  of  the 
Voting  Trustees  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  matter  so  decided 
shall  be  requisite. 

Ninth :  All  notices  to  be  given  to  the  holders  of  trust  certificates 
shall  be  mailed  to  such  holders  at  the  addresses  last  furnished  by 
them  to  the  Voting  Trustees,  provided  they  shall  have  furnished 
addresses.  Ko  holder  of  a  trust  certificate  who  fails  to  furnish  an 
address  to  the  Voting  Trustees  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  any  notice 
from  the  Voting  Trustees  of  any  proceedings  taken  hereunder. 

Tenth :  The  term  Albemarle  and  Bristol  Railroad  Company  for  the 
pui-pose  of  this  agreement,  and  for  all  rights  hereunder,  including  the 
issue  and  delivery  of  stock,  shall  be  taken  to  mean  the  said  corpora- 
tion organized  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Alabama  or  any  successor 
or  consolidated  corporation. 

Eleventh :  From  time  to  time  hereafter,  the  Voting  Trustees  may 
receive  certificates  for  additional  full-paid  shares  of  the  stock  of  said 
Railroad  Company,  and,  in  respect  of  all  such  certificates  so  received, 
the  Voting  Trustees  may  issue  and  deliver  trust  certificates  similar 
to  those  above  mentioned,  entitling  the  holders  to  the  rights  therein 
specified. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  parties  of  the  first  and  second  parts  have 
hereunto  set  their  hands  in  the  city  of  New  York  the  day  and  year 
first  above  written.  This  agreement  shall  become  binding  upon  the 
holders  of  trust  certificates  upon  their  acceptance  of  such  certifi- 
cates. 

NOBCBOSS  &  Co., 
Robinson,  Ceomwell  &  Co., 
Tbact  Bbothbes, 

Readjustment  Managers. 

Gbobge  a.  Nobceoss, 
William  A.  Robinson, 
Edwaed  C.  Teact, 

Voting  Trustees. 


£-2  rt-*= 


Countersigned ;  April  28, 1909, 

Security  Trust  Company,  Transfer  Agent.' 

By  O.  E.  Ooodspeed,  Treasurer. 
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For  value  Received hereby  sell,  assign,  and  transfer  unto 

shares 

of  the  Capital  Stock  represented  by  the  within  Certificate  and  do 

hereby  irrevocably  constitute  and  appoint 

Attorney,  to  transfer  the  said  stock  on  the  Books  of  the  within  named 
Company  with  full  power  of  substitution  in  the  premises. 
Bated 19 . 


In  presence  of 


GounteraigQed :  April  28, 1909, 

Security  Trust  Company,  Transfer  Agent. 

By  0,  K.  Ooodspeed,  Treasurer. 
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Tor  value  Eeceived hereby  sell,  assign,  and  transfer  unto 

shares 

of  the  Capital  Stock  represented  by  the  within  Certificate  and  do 

hereby  irrevocably  constitute  and  appoint 

Attorney,  to  transfer  the  said  stock  on  the  Books  of  the  within  named 
Company  with  full  power  of  substitution  in  the  premises. 
Dated 19 


In  presence  of 


CONSOLIDATED  STEEL  COMPANY 

?IEST  MORTGAGE  TWENTY  YEAR  EIVE  PER  CENT. 

GOLD  BOND 
No. M 1783  $1000 

Coniolitiateb  S>tetl  Company,  a  corporation  created  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
New  Jersey,  for  value  received  hereby  promises  to  pay  to  the  bearer  or,  if  registered,  to  the 
registered  holder  hereof,  on  the  first  day  of  January,  1929,  at  the  office  of  Black  and  Com- 
pany, or  the  successors  of  said  firm,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 

ONE   THOUSAND   DOLLARS 

in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States  of  America  of  or  equal  to  the  present  standard  of  weight 
and  fineness,  and  to  pay  interest  thereon  from  the  1st  day  of  January,  1909,  at  the  rate  of 
five  per  cent,  per  annum  in  like  gold  coin  semi-annually  on  the  first  days  of  January  and 
July  in  each  year  at  said  office  upon  presentation  and  surrender  of  the  coupons  hereto 
annexed  as  the)'  severally  mature. 

Both  the  principal  and  interest  of  this  bond  are  payable  without  deduction  for  any  tax 
or  taxes  which  the  company  may  be  required  to  pay  or  to  retain  therefrom  under  any  present 
or  future  law  of  the  United  States  of  America  or  of  any  state,  county,  or  municipality 
thereof,  the  companj'  hereby  agreeing  to  pay  all  such  tax  or  taxes. 

This  bond  is  one  of  a  series  of  bonds  known  as  the  First  Mortgage  Five  Per  Cent.  Gold 
Bonds  of  the  company,  all  of  which  bonds  have  been  issued  or  are  to  be  issued  under  and 
in  pursuance  of,  and  are  to  be  secured  ratably  by,  a  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  bearing  date 
the  2Vth  day  of  April,  1909,  executed  by  the  company  to  Interborough  Trust  Company  of 
New  York,  as  Trustee,  known  as  the  First  Mortgage.  Said  bonds  are  numbered  from  one 
consecutively  upwards  Mid  are  limited  to  the  principal  sum  of  twenty  million  dollars 
($20,000,000)  at  any  one  time  outstanding.  For  a  description  of  the  properties  mortgaged, 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  security,  the  rights  of  the  holders  of  bonds,  and  the  terms  and 
conditions  upon  which  bonds  of  said  series  may  be  issued  and  are  secured,  reference  is 
made  to  the  said  First  Mortgage. 

This  bond  is  subject  to  redemption  at  the  option  of  the  company  on  six  months'  notice 
on  January  1st,  1919,  or  at  any  interest  day  thereafter,  at  five  per  cent,  premium  and  accrued 
interest  as  provided  in  the  said  First  Mortgage. 

This  bond  may,  at  the  holder's  option,  be  registered  as  to  the  principal  thereof  on  the 
books  of  the  company  at  its  transfer  agency  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  be  made  payable 
only  to  the  registered  holder  named  therein,  but  such  registration  shall  not  affect  the  nego- 
tiability of  the  coupons  by  delivejy.  After  sucii  registration,  certified  hereon,  no  transfer 
except  on  the  books  of  the  company  shall  be  valid,  unless  the  last  transfer  on  said  books 
shall  have  been  to  bearer  and  transferability  by  deliverj'  thereby  restored;  but  successive 
registrations  and  transfers  to  bearer  as  aforesaid  may  be  made  at  the  option  of  the  holder. 

Neither  this  bond  nor  any  coupon  for  interest  thereon  shall  become  valid  or  obligatory 
until  the  certificate  indorsed  hereon  has  been  duly  executed  by  the  Trustee  under  said  First 
Mortgage. 

In  Witness  Wherkof,  the  company  has  caused  these  presents  to  be  signed  by  its  presi- 
dent or  a  vice-president,  and  its  corporate  seal  to  be  hereunto  affixed  and  i^ttested  by  its 
secretary  or  an  assistant-secretary,  and  coupons  for  such  interest  with  the  engraved  fac- 
simile signature  of  its  treasurer  to  be  hereunto  attached  this  27th  day  of  April,  1909. 

CONSOLIDATED  STEEL  COMPANY. 

Attest:  /       Seal  of       J  By  Philip  Livermore, 

HuOH  Knowles,  <   Consolidated   >  Vice-President. 

Secretary.  '  Steel  Company  ] 
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Consolidated  Steel  Company.         $25 

On  the  1st  day  of  Jtily,  1909,  Consolidated 
Steel  Company,  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  will 
pay  to  bearer  at  the  office  of  Black  and  Company 
in  the  city  of  New  York  twenty-five  dollars  ($26) 
in  gold  coin,  without  deduction  for  taxes,  for  six 
months'  interest  then  due  on  its  First  Mortgage 
Gold  Bond,  No.  U 1783 

John  G.  Holmes,  40 

Treasurer. 
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For  value  received hereby  sell,  assign,  and  transfer  unto 


_the  within 


certificate  subject. to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  Voting  Trust 
Agreement  within  referred  to,  and  of  all  rules  concerning  such  trans- 
fer which  may  from  time  to  time  or  at  any  time  be  established  by  the 
within  named  Voting  Trustees,  to  which  agreement  and  rules  the 
transferee  and  every  holder  hereof  dpes  assent  by  the  acceptance 

hereof,  and  do  appoint attorney 

to  transfer  said  certificate   on  the   books  of  said  Voting  Trustees 
accordingly,  with  full  power  of  substitution  in  the  premises. 
Dated^_^ 19 


In  presence  of 


®l)e  M'oetsiiit  prrsis 

CAMBRIDGE  •  MASSACHUSETTS 
U  ■    S  •  A 


